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INFORMATION EXCHANGE AT THE 
AMERICAN PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION 
ANNUAL CONVENTION AND THE 
FUNCl ION OF THE CONVENTION 
PROCEEDINGS IN SUCH EXCHANGE 

A study of innovation in the context of a large scientific meeting 



INTRODUCTION 

The 1966 annual APA convention set the occasion for a second trial of the APA convention 
Proceedings, an innovation introduced in 1965, and for a study -the first since 1963 -of the con- 
vention as a whole. Considering first the trial of the publication, the APA convention Proceedings 
had been designed to offer a low publication-lag, readily accessible medium of scientific dis- 
semination that would serve both as an alternative to journal publication and as a means for 
improving the overall quality of paper sessions at tie convention. In the latter regard, it was 
honed that the Proceedings would furnish attendants with information that would proniote fruitful 
informal discussion and serve as a basis by which attendants could better screen the sessions 
in order to locate those in which tliey had particularly strong interest. 

In nearly all respects, the 1965 trial of the Proceedings had proved successfulj the Proceed- 
ings reported work completed as recently as that typically reported at paper sessions, and the 
information was made available in a published report, and &en tlirough secondary sources, 
nearly a year earlier than usual for such disseminations. The distribution of the 1965 P rqce^^ 
ings prior to the convention had a profound effect on the interactions at Ae convention session, 
H^ly a half ofthe attendants of Proceedings-paper sessions had read at least one of the papers 
presented at the session, and the discussion and questioning from the floor was three times 
greater for Proceedings than for Control sessions. While most of the Control attendants had 
confined their interactions to seeking a copy of die presentation, attendants of Proceedings 
sessions, presumably because of their access to the pubUshed Proceedings, sought more spe- 
cific information on the substantive content of the paper. 

The 1965 Proceedings was distributed free to members of the five APA Divisions that had 
agreed to participate in the trial and to sponsor papers contained within it. The readership fol- 
lowing such distribution proved to be very high and much of the reading crossed Divisional 
boundaries. Reading proved critical to attendants’ modification of activities in response to the 
presentation; modifications were four times greater for F roceedings-paper attendants who had 
read the paper before the paper session than for those who had not read it and twice as great 
as for attendants of Control sessions. In terms of the effects of the Proceedings, on other media, 
the availability of the informaticn in published form was reflected in the reduction in numbers 
of requests for copies of the presentation and in the nmnber of persons who actually attended 
the presentation. About one quarter of the authors delayed, or decided against, submission of 
a manuscript based on their conventionpresentationtoa journal for publication - a most impor- 
tant effect of the 1965 Proceedings relative to the entire system of communication in psychology. 

The functioning of the Proceedings as a channel of communication depended upon its per- 
formance as a rapid means for disseminating research findings and upon its effect on other ele- 
ments in the system of dissemination in psychology. In the first regard, the 1965 Proceedings 
had functioned well; however, only a few of the possible effects of the Proceedings. on other ele- 
ments in the system of dissemination could be observed in a single year’s trial. It was there- 
fore necessary to undertake a new trial in connection with the 1966 APA annual convention to 
determine how the existence of the Proceedings was affecting events on the convention progr^s 
and other ekements within the system of communication. In addition, a new trial was required 
because the first trial was unrealistic in two major respects. One was that the first year s 
trial involved free distribution - a condition that could not for economic reasons be continued - 
and another was that there would be novelty effects with the introduction of any innovation. 
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Early Project studies had been concerned with the entire program of events that make tq? 
the APA annual convention and with the distinctive functions of different types of events. More 
recent studies had focused upon the paper sessions at the convention and tqwn the transmission 
of current research information. These studies have taken as a basic unit of information the 
single experiment typically reported in a contributed paper. Communication acts surrounding 
such papers were used to trace the progress of a researcher's efforts to disseminate informa- 
tion and to describe the influence of his study on the efforts of others. In addition* the design 
and subsequent trial of the Proceedings have been particularly directed at amplifying the function 
and value of die contributed paper sessions. 

A new study of the convention in its entirety was needed in order to reassess the function 
of various events on the convention program in light of the introduction of the Proceedings as 
an innovation connected with the convention. Apart from this consideration, there was good 
reason to once again study the full program of the convention because of the importance of in- 
vited addresses and symposia, the latter having been found to be the most productive sources 
of valuable information in earlier APA conventions, and because recent methodological im- 
provements would permit a better assessment of their function in the flow of research infor- 
mation. 

In the following year (1967), the study was partially replicated using only events based upon 
the Proceedings. Since no new trends appeared in those data, the results are presented as 
Appendix B. 



METHOD 



The 1966 Proctdlngt 

The publication of the Proceedings of the 74th Annual Convention of the American Psycho- 
logical Associati on (1966) was envisioned as an intermediate step between a fully siqpported In- 
novation and a self-supporting and established channel of communication. To this end, a sepa- 
rate grant proposal was submitted to the National Science Foundation for the deficit financing of 
the 1966 Proceedings . The rationale for fois proposal was along the following lines: the 
P roceedlngs in 1 965 had been entirely supported by a grant and was distributed free to APA mem- 
bers. After this successful first trial, the new trial could determine (1) whether the publication 
would receive support in terms of attracting purchasers from among psychologists and libraries, 
and (2) whether the publication would continue to serve its functions under ttds form of distri- 
bution. 

While it was Important to determine how the publication functioned under these changed 
circumstances, it was unrealistic to expect the publication to compete on an equal basis widi 
established scientific media. For that reason, deficit financing was sought to enable the issu- 
ance of the publication at a favorable purchase price. To siq>port the publication of the Pro- 
ceedings, NSF Grant GN-505 was awarded in the spring of 1966 and editing of the 1966 Proceed- 
ings began. A minor issue in this trial was whether and how the Proceedings could be fit into 
the APA publications program as a whole. The earlier 1965 Proceedings had been edited and 
redacted entirely by the staff of the Project on Scientific Information Exchange in Psychology; 
the 1966 Proceedings was undertaken as a regular part of the APA publications program. 

The changes In the conditions under which the 1966 Proceedings was published resulted in 
an entirely different pattern of distribution of the volume. Whereas the 1965 Proceeding had 
been distributed free to the 6,700 members of the participating divisions and to 300 libraries 
prior to the convention, the timing and extent of the distribution of the 1966 Proceedings were 
entirely dependent upon sales of the publication. 

Approximately 2,000 copies of the Proceedings were sold prior to the convention. Approxi- 
mately 500 copies were sold at the convention and an additional 450 were inadvertently ^strl- 
buted through persons picking them up from the registration areas at the convention, presumably 
under the assumption that the publication was free. An additional 1,500 copies were sold be- 
tween the end of the convention and the first of the year of 1967. This relatively low distribution, 
particularly prior to the conveikdon was reflected at many points in the results of this study. 

Th« Dssign of tho Study 

A sample of convention sessions was selected from among the invited addresses, symposia, 
and contributed paper sessions listed in the convention program. The sampling was non- 
systematic and included approximately 30% of all sessions on the program. An effort was made 
to include at least one session from each of the 24 APA Divisions and to sample each Division in 
proportion to the number of events it sponsored on the program. A total of 10 invited addresses 
(26% of all addresses), 21 symposia (12% of all symposia), and 23 contributed paper sessions 
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(including 33% of the Proceedings sessions and 22% of the NonProcecdings sessions) were in- 
cluded in the sample. 

Persons were sampled according to their functions relative to presentations given at die 
selected convention sessions.!- (An exception was made widt regard to paper sessions spon- 
sored by the five Divisions participating in the trial of the Proceedings; all Proceedings Authors 
were surveyed.) Authors were persons presenting papers, addresses, and presentations in the 
sessions sampled. The Authors furnished £ list of the names and addresses of persons who 
contacted them before, during, or immediately following the convention to obtain either papers 
or information on their convention presentation; these people constituted the Requestor sample. 
Attendants were persons who attended the selected session and whose names were taken at these 
sessions by the staff of the Project on Scientific Information Exchange in Psychology. 

Proctdurss end Instnimants 

The methodology of the present study follows that of earlier Project studies in attempting 
to obtain behavioral data on the commuidcation activities of persons who had any contact with 
a selected sample of convention events. 2 A review of the procedures used in the present study 
and of the quesfionnalre Instruments follows: 

1) The first public notification as to the contents of the convention occurred in the latter 
part of July when the program issue of the American Psychologist and the Proceedings were 
published. Shortly before copies of the Proceedings were mailed, all Proceedings Audiors re- 
ceived the first Author's questionnaire and a copy of a form on which to report the names of 
Requestors. This questionnaire obtained information in the time table of the various processes 
leading to the writing of th' Proceedings papers, on the previous dissemination history of the 
contents of die paper, on the Author's plans for further dissemination of the contents of the 
paper, on his actl^tles in the same area as that of the paper, and on his highest degree and 
most time-consuming work activities. 

2) At the convention, each of the sessions in the sample was attended by one or two mem- 
bers of the staff of the Project on Scientific Information Exchange in Psychology. During the 
session, the staff member reporded the number of persons hearing each presentation, the 
manner in which the presentation was presented (that is, whether it was read or given without 
reference to text or notes) and the names of a sample of Attendants for that session. 3 

3) Following the convention, the second Author's questionnaire was sent to die Proceedings 
Authors, and they were requested to complete that questionnaire and to return the form for 
recording the names of Requestors. The second Author's questionnaire obtained information on 
the dissemination of the paper between the time the Proceedings was published and the conven- 
tion, on die manner in which the session containing the Proceedings paper was managed, on 
problems created by that way of running the paper session, on the content of the convention 
presentation, on any modifications that resulted from the Authors' interaction with other con- 
vention attendants, and finally on whether the Author had met any persons with whom he planned 
to remain in contact. 

The Requestor samples were taken from the form furnished by the Authors and they were 
sent questionnaires as the Authors returned the forms. Requestors were quesdoned on their 
hipest degree, their work activities, the outcome of their requests to the Authors, the effect 
of the request^ material on their work activities and the activities in their work to which the 
requested material was relevant, on their other contacts with the Authors, on the modification 
of their work as results of making die request and, finally, on their own activities in the same 
area as the paper they requested. 

Attendants were surveyed from samples taken from the lists made by the staff of the Proj- 
ect at the time of the convention. The Attendants' questionnaire covered their degree, area of 
specialization and work activities, and their other contacts with the Authors of papers in the 



^Whenever die specific samples are referred to In the text, they are capitalized to indicate that the refer- 
ence is to a grovtp diat is defined as described within dds paragraph. 

2aPA-PSIEP Report # 12 , “Theoretical and Methodological Considerations in Undertaking Innovations in 
Scientific biformadon Exchange,” Reports of the American Psychological Association's Project on 
Scientific Information Exchange in Psychology . Vol. 2 , December 1965 . 

3The staff member attempted to obtain two persons per presentation in symposia and contributed paper 
sessions ami to move about die room between papers to avoid sampling groups of friends sitting to- 
gedier, etc. In the discussion sessions a paper was passed around within each discussion group and 
persons were asked to supply their names and addresses. Generally, only one event was scheduled 
for the Invited address sessions, and the staff member took the names and addresses of 5-10 persons 
in each session. A cmnplete list of Attendants was compiled at the end of the convention so as to avoid 
surveying persons on more dian one session. 
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session and with the contents of their papers. The questionnaire also covered Attendants* 
activities in die same area as the papers they had attended, any modifications resulting from 
hearing the papers or contacts with the Authors, whedier they sou^t some continuing ctmtact 
with any particular author, any scientific communication problems tiiey encountered at the con- 
vention, whedier diey receiv^ any especially significant information because of attendance at 
the convention, and the identity of the convention event that furnished such information. 

4) Authors of presentations that did not appear in the Proceedings received one question- 
naire following the co';vention that covered die same ground as the two questionnaires die Pro- 
ceedings Authors received before and after the Convention. These Authors did not receive a re- 
questor form but were ashed instead to furnish the names and addresses of tq> to three persons 
who had sent in requests to them. Because of the unstructured nature of symposia and addresses, 
questionnaires to authors of such presentations included a lengdiy section that determined die 
background of their convention presentation, including the amount and history of any research 
summarized diereln. 

Rottt of Rosponto to tho Quostiormairo Survoyt ond tho Rospondant Groups 

Ibble I presents data on the response to the surveys of various samples. In this table, 
respondents have been placed in the groins which are most frequently compart within die 
body of the report. The Audiors of symposium presentations and Invited addresses constitute 
I such small samples that dtey are combined. Because of the method used to generate the sam- 
ples and the small number of persons that fall into these samples. Requestors of symposium 
presentations and of invited addresses are combined. An additional criterion has be^ used to 
divide the sample of Attendants. A sizable percentage of the Proceedings-paper sessions were 
organized as discussion groups. Attendants of these sessions are therefore designated as Dis- 
cussion, Attendants and are actually a portion of those persons attending sessions based i^n 
papers published in the Proceedings. 

For simplicity, the respondent groups are referred to in the body of the report as follows: 
Proceedings (P) Authors, NonProceedings (NP) Audiors, Symposium and Address (S & A) 
Authors; Proceedings (P) Requestors, NonProceedings (NP) Requestors, Symposium and Ad- 
dress (S & A) Requestors; Proceedings (P) Attendants, Discussion (D) Attendrats (note these 
persons are attending sessions based t^n papers appearing in the pidilished Proceedings) . 
NonProceedings (NP) Attendants, Symposium (S) Attendants, and Address (A) Attendants. 

CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENT GROUPS 

The 1966 study of the convention and Proceedings yielded results on. the characteristics of 
the vairlous samples comparable to those obtained in earlier Project studies. Briefly, respond- 
ent groups order themselves widi Authors hipest. Requestors second, and Attendants third in 
educational level and scientific activity. Among the Author samples, the Symposium and Ad- 
dress Authors, as the authors of invited presentations, are the most senior and have the highest 
educational levels. 

Educational Status 

Ihble 11 presents data on the highest academic degrees of the respondents. The majority of 
all samples held the doctorate; the Author samples as a group had the highest percentages of 
PhD*s and the Attendant samples as a group had the lowest. The combined samples of Symposium 
and Address Authors had the hipest percentage (92%) of PhD's among all respondents, and 
Proceedings Authors and NonProceedings Authors had approximately equal percentages (88% 
and 86%, respectively). Almost three quarters of Requestor samples as a group held the doc- 
torate. Among the Attendant samples, those at symposium presentations and invited addresses 
had die highest percentages (62% and70^ respectively) with PhD's, and Proceedings Attendants 
had the next hipest percentage (60%). Fifty-six percent of the NonProceedings Attendants and 
54% of the Discussion Attendants had PhD's. All Author and Requestor samples and the Address 
Attendants exceeded the percentage (65%) of the APA membership holding doctorates. 

Symposium and Address Authors had the earliest median year (1952) for receipt of their 
hipest degree and Address Attendants received their hipest degree in the next earliest median 
year (1957). NonProceedings Authors had the next earliest median year (1959), Among the 
entire Au lor sample. Proceedings Authors had die latest median year (1962). Proceedings 
Attendants had die latest median year (1963) among all samples of resptmdents. Symposium 
Attendants, NonProceedings Attendants, and Discussion Attendwts received their hipest degree 
in the median year of 1960. Proceedings Requestors and NonProceedings Requestors received 
their highest degree in the same median year, 1962; Symposium and Address Requestors had 
a median date of degree one year earlier. With the exception of Symposium and Address 
Audiors and Address Attendants, the median date of the hipest academic degree are more 
recent than die median for the APA membership of about 1957. 
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HighMt-DtgrM Sptdoilltt 

All samples except Proceedings Authors were asked to name the specialty In which they re- 
ceived their highest academic degree. Ihble III displays the data on the highest-degree special- 
ties of these respondents, 4 Specialties of Proceedings Authors were ascertained from the Di- 
visional sponsorship of their papers. 

The hi^est-degree specialties in psychology named by the most substantial percentages 
of any group of respondents were: clinical; experimental and physiological; social and psycho- 
linguistics; and statistics and psychometrics. By far die greatest percentage (30%) of Symposium 
and Address Authors named clinical psychology as their specialty. On the other hand, the spe- 
cialties of Nonproceedings Autiiors were widely distributed over several areas of psycholc^. 
The highest percentage (16%) of NonProceedings Authors had their specialties In experimental 
and physiological psychology, an equal percentage (14%) had their specialties in soci^ psychol- 
ogy and psycholinguistics, and statistics and psychometrics; 12% had their specialty in clinical 
psychology. While there were no data on the specialties in which Proceedings Authors were 
tr^ned, some idea of their current area of specialization could be gathered from the Divisional 
sponsorship of their papers in the published Proceedings. Over one half of the 133 Authors In 
the sample presented papers In experimental and physiologicalpsychology; 28%, in clinical psy- 
chology; 14^ in educational psychology; and 4%, in counseling psycholo^. 

Proceedings Requestors and Symposium and Address Requestors named clinical psychology 
in greater percentages (26% and 31%, respectively) than named other specialties, but the hipest 
percentage (16%) of NonProceedings Requestors named social psychology and psycholinguistics 
and the next hipest (12%) named clinical psychology. 

Symposium and Address Attendants as a combined group named clinical psychology more 
frequently (30%) than named other specialties. Symposium Attendants, however, named clinical 
psychology in a much hi^er percentage (33%) than Address Attendmits (19%) - reflecting the 
sponsorship or joint sponsorship by Division 12 of about half of the Symposium sessions covered, 
compared witii only one fifth of the Address sessions Jointly sponsored by Division 12. The 
hipest percentage (33%) of Proceedings Attendants named experimental and physiological 
psychology as their highest-degree specialty - and this percentage was over twice as great as 
that for any other group of Attendants naming that specialty. However, in line with the sponsor- 
ship of die discussion sessions by Division 12, Discussion Attendants named cllidcal psychology 
as their specialty by the highest percentage (44%) of all samples of respondents, NonProceed- 
ings Attendants named statistics and psychometrics in a hi^er percentage (15%) than named 
any other specialty. 

Scientific and Proftttionai Activities 

Ihble IV shows the percentages of respondents who ranked their scientific and professional 
activities first or second in terms of time consumption. With the exception of Discussion At- 
tendants, the majority of whom ranked clinical work as most time-consuming, the highest per- 
centages of all other samples of respondents most frequently ranked research and teaching as 
the first and second most time-consuming activities. Comparing the data in this study with the 
study of the 1965 Proceedings, we find that the Proceedings Authors ranked their activities^ in 
terms of time consumption in substantially the same percentages. NonProceedings Authors, 
however, named clinical work in a much lower percentage (4%) than the percentage (20%) of the 
Control Autiiors in the 1965 study, presumably reflecting the attempt to effect a match between 
Proceedings and Control papers in the 1965 study. Attendants at Proceedings papers In the 
present study ranked clinical work as time-consuming in a much lower percentage (10%) than 
in 1965 (22%). | 

Proceedings Authors and NonProceedings Authors had the highest percentages (75% each) 
of all respondents who ranked research as their first or secord most time-consuming activity; 
Proceedings and NonProceedings Requestors had the next highest percentages (72% and 70%, 
respectively) who ranked research to this way; and these were followed by Proceedings and 
NonProceedings Attendants, of whom 66% and 57%, respectively, ranked research as first or 
second most time-consuming. Although the highest percentages of all Symposia and Address 
samples also named research as time-consuming, consistently lower percentages of them 
—Authors (59%), Requestors (58%), Symposium Attendants (40%), and Address Attendants (45%)— 
than the Proceedings or NonProceedings samples ranked research in this way. 

Higher percentages of Symposium and Address Authors than other Author samples ranked 
administrative work(33%), and writing and editing (19%) as first or second most time-consuming. 



4ln general, die pattern of hij^est-degree specialties of Requestors and Attendants for symposia and in- 
vited addresses morecloselyresonbledthatof die Authors of such presentations than in other samples. 




CompareU with all other samples (Discussion Attendsjtts excepted), a amsiderably higher per* 
centage (34%) of Symposium Attendants named clinical work as dme*consumtng. 

The highest percentage (54%) of Discussion Attendants ranked clinical work first or second 
in terms of time consumption. The next highest percentage (47%) of these Attendants named 
research. 



SCIENTIFIC COMMUNICXriON BASED UPON THE CONVENTION 
PRESENTATIONS AND THE PUBLISHED PROCEEDINOS 

The Cennncs cskI Timing of PrIncIpol Stages In the Development of 
Symposium Presentations and Invited Addresses 

In order to understand earlier findings^ on the Importance of symposia and addresses in 
supplying die Information sought at an APA convention and to be able to compare such presents* 
tions with contributed papers, the Authors of symposia and addresses were asked to report on 
the nature of die main contents of their presentations and on die history of die research diey 
reported in their presentadons. IhbleV shows die nature of die research work diat led to these 
Audiors* presentadons and summarixes the median number of mondis prior to the convention 
when such work was begun and when it could be reported. Almost a quarter of die Symposium 
and Address Authors gave a report of a laboratory or field study they had personally conducted 
or on which they had collaborated with others. They had begun Ae research approximately 
21*24 months prior tu the convention and completed Ae research to the point of being able to 
give a detailed informal report of the results and their interpretations to a groiqi of colleagues 
about 5-8 months before the convention. 

One fifdi of diese Audiors (20%) reported that dieir research was a review or syndiesis of 
a series of studies they had personally conducted or on which they had collaborated. They began 
research on the earliest studies of the series about 6 years before the convention and began re- 
search on die most recent of the studies about a year before the convention (9*12 months). The 
approximate median date at which these Authors estimated that the most recent study in the 
series had reached a stage at which they could give a detailed Informal report was 5*8 mondis 
before the convention. 

Among the 11% of these Authors who made a review or synthesis of a series of studies in 
which they had conducted or collaborated on only a portion of the studies, the approximate median 
date for beginning research wozk on the earliest oi their own studies was again about 6 years 
earlier (72-75 months) -the same as for those who conducted an entire series of studies. How- 
ever, the date wh-m they began research work on the most recent of their studies within the 
series was about 4 months earlier (mdn interval - May* August 1965) than for those v4io had con- 
ducted an entire series and the date when research work on the most recent study was completed 
was about 4 months later (mdn Interval « May- August 1966). Finally, the same percentage (11%) 
of Syniposium and Address Authors gave a review or a synthesis of a series of studies in which 
they had not participated at all as active researchers. 

The highest percentage (34%) of Symposium and Address Authors gave a report that did not 
fit into any of the categories included on the questionnaire and described above. Because such 
a surprisingly hig^h percentage of diese Authors found no way of relating their work to a specific 
study or a review of a s^y, the attempt to ascertain the content of their research and the 
timing of the principal stages in its develoinnent proved largely unsuccessful. Eleven of die 
24 Audiors who failed to categorize dieir presentations reported on some type of clinical work, 
three described facilities for research, and two dealt with the role of the history of psychology 
in the university curriculum; the work reportedbydie remainder was widely distributed across 
areas of specialization. The typical report categorized by the author as falling into this * ‘other*’ 
category seems to cover some broad theoretical issue or to be a “thought piece** taking off 
from a clinical experience. Despite the apparent discursiveness of these presentations, they 
had been disseminated prior to ^e convention in various forms about as frequently as odier 
symposium and address presentations. They were less frequently scheduled for later publica- 
tion than symposium and address presentations dealing with the author’s research (80% for 
studies; 79% for reviews of research Including author’s; 61%, “other”) -but slightly more fre- 
quently so scheduled than reviews not touching i^n the author’s research (56%). 



^APA-PSIEP Report #4, “Convention Attendants and Their Use of the Convention as a Source of Scientific 
Information,” Reports of the American Psychological Association’s Project on Scientific Information 
Exchange in Psychology. Vol. 1, December 1963. 
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Timing of tho Prinelpol Siogot In tho Dovolopmtnt of 
Procoodingt Poport ond NonProcoodIngt Poport 

Autiwrt of Proceedings papers began the research work on tilieir papers (see Tkble V) at 
• medltn date of Jtnuaryp 1965 (17-20 mondia prior to the convention)^ tlmoet 4 months later 
than the median date when work was begun by Authors of symposium presentations and Invited 
addresses who reported on a laboratory experiment or field study. However, the median date 
on which PzxKeedlngs Authors felt tfiey could have given a rather complete rq|x>rt on their work 
was almMt 4 months earlier: September, 1965 (9-12 mondts prior to convention). These 

Aumors began writing the first draft of the manuscript for their papers at a median Interval 
of 4-8 months prior to convention. 

The median Interval on which NonProceedlngs Authors began work titat led to a specific 
paper (see Ihble V) was May- August, 1965 — over 4 months later than Proceedings Authors begim 
such work. The median Interval at which the work had reached a suge that they could have 
given a rather complete Informal presenUdon of the main contents of the paper was January- 
May, 1966 — almost 4 months later than the date estimated for die same kind of report by Pro- 
ceedings Audiors. One dilrd of these Audiors reported diat the work on dielr pi^;>er was not 
completed by the dme of the convention. 

The Proceedings Audiors* earlier beginning of the research work that led to their presenta- 
tion, die earlier date at v4ilch they could make an Informal report of dielr research, and the 
percentage (33%) of the NonProcee^gs Authors who repoxted that the research work on their 
presentation was Incomplete at the time of the convention all contrasted with the 1965 trial In 
which Proceedings and NonProceedlngs Authors arrived at die sairie stage at about the same 
times. The 1965 trial of Proceedings may have caused Authors planiilng Proceedings publica- 
tion to adjust dielr research schedules to meet the deadline with time to spare. 

Dlssamlnotlon of Moln Conlants of Convantlon Prosantatlons 

Prior toCemvention. In general, considerably higher percentages of Symposium and Address 
Authors than other Author samples reported that the main contents of their presentations hiul 
been given In one or more oral forms and had appeared In written form as a book or part of a 
book. Pixweedlngs Authors reported more frequently dian other Author samples the previous 
appearance of di.elr work In a dissertation or thesis, and NonProceedlngs Audiors reported In 
a higher percentage the appearance of their work In a technical report. 

Ikble VI shows the percentages of Audiors who reported the dissemination of the main con- 
tents of dielr papers in oral or written form prior to the convention. Over one half (51%) of 
die Symposium and Address Authors reported diat die main contents of their presentation had 
appeared In a form other than as a convention presentation, and they rqported equally fre- 
quently (30%) that It had iqipeared In written form and oral form. Those presentations whose 
contents were In written form had iqipearedfrom 1962 to 1965 and the greatest percentage (17%) 
of these Authors reported they were published as a book or part of a book and only 3% diat they 
were published as a disserution or thesis. The oral presentations had been made between 1962 
and 1965, but the majority had been made in 1965 and the highest percentages of these were pre- 
sented at an Invited conference (10%), at coUoqula inside and outside the author's employing 
institution (13%), and on “other" occasions (10%). 

Almost one half (47%) of die Proceedings Audiors reported that the main contents of their 
papers had appeared In a form other than as a convention presentation prior to the convention. 
Of the 32% vho reported they appeared In written form, none reported publication as a book or 
part of a book; the greatest percentage (26%) reported publication as a di ssertation or diesis - 
a pattern quite different from that ^ Symposium and Address Authors. Less than 20% of die 
Proceedlni^ Authors had presented the contents of dielr papers previously in oral form. Over 
a third (39%) of Procee^gs Authors had sent out a m^an of 7-9 copies of prepubUcation 
copies or pr^xints of their Proceedings paper. In addition, when questioned foUowii^ the con- 
vention, 10% of Proceedings Audiors report^ that the contents of toelr paper had appeared be- 
tween July 1966, when the Proceedings was published, and the time of die APA convention In 
September 1966. Six percent reported the contents appeared in written form, 2% diat they ap- 
peared in oral form. 

Forty-one percent of the NonProceedlngs Authors reported that the main contents of dielr 
presentations had appeared In a form odier than as a convention presentation. Of these, 37% 
had appeared in written form and 16% had been presented orally. The hipest percentage (2J^) 
In written form were as technical reports; 16% appeared in an unspecified form; 12% in a dis- 
sertation or thesis; but none had appeared as a book or part of a book. 

The Prese nt ation at the Convention. In descriUng what happened 4t the session in whldi 
their papers were scheduled, almost one half (46%) of the Proceedings Authors reported that 
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they presented dielr own papers; about a quarter (26%) that the paper seesioo wee dividid into 
discussion groups, each groiqp surrounding the sutho^s) of a sli^ p(q)er; and 29% that they 
gave short summaries of their paper and dien questloiis followed from the floor* Over three 
quarters of the Proceedings Authors reported that their presentatloo (and/or discussion) 
covered material not contain^ in the publlshedpaper. Almost 30% included related eiq>erlments 
and more data* and 10% Included a discussion of theoretical aspects and badcground, gave a 
more complete introduction and discussion* or described more Implications. The Proceedings 
Authors attracted an average of 32 attendants. Staff members attended 18 discussion sessions 
surrounding Proceedings Authors; the average number of persons attending each discussion 
was 16. NonProceedlngs Audx>rs attracted approximately 56 attendants In ti»e sessions covered. 
Symposia and invited addresses attracted many more attendants; die average number hearing 
each author was 153. 

Planned Dissemination. The plans of Authors for the publication of the main contents of 
their presentations after the convention Indicate the effect that the publication of their papers 
in the Proceeding s had on the future publication plans of Proceedings Authors. As In the earlier 
study of die 1965 Proceedings , considerably lower percentages of Proceedings Authors dian 
NonProceedlngs Authors planned to publish their convention paper#, the largest reductions oc- 
curring with regard to journal articles and technical reports* 

Publication plans tor the content of convention papers ^ipear In Table vn* Over two thirds 
(69%) of die Symposium and Address Authors had specific plans to publish the main contents of 
dielr presentations. About one half (49%) planned publication as a journal article and 30% planned 
publication in a book or part of a bo^. The median date at which diey began or planned to begin 
writing dielr presentation tor publication was 4 months prior to the convention, and dielr actual 
or planned median date tor submitting die contents of die presentadon tor publication was just 
after the convention (1-4 mondis). About 30% had no specific current plans tor publishing the 
main contents of their paper; 20% planned some future publication In combination with other 
work; 1C% had no such plans. For those who had no specific plans tor publication, but who ex- 
pected some future publication in combination with other work, die median time of submission 
tor publication was estimated as 12 mondis following die convention. The highest percentages 
named additional material (7%), furdier research in die same area (3%), and more complete 
data and more analysis (3%) as die nature of the additional work; 14% named a journal and 10% 
named a book as die likely medium of publication. 

Sbcty-eig^t percent of die sample of Proceedings Audiors had specific plans tor publishing 
die main contents of dielr paper; 65% did not plan to submit a version identical to die Proceed- 
ings paper. Among die principal changes they planned to make, the highest percentage (21%) 
named die inclusion of related experiments and more data; die next highest (17%), more detailed 
analysis of data, interpretation, and cross- validation; and the next highest percentage after that 
(14%), more complete introduction, discusslmi, and implications. The highest percentage (62%) 
among those wldi specific plans for publicati<Mi planned to prepare a journal article. The median 
time at which they began or planned to begin writing up the main contents of their paper was 
4 mondis prior to die convention; die actual oir expected median time of submission tor publica- 
tion was just after the convention (1-4 months). 

Thirty percent of die Proceedings Authors had no specific plans for publication of the main 
contents of their paper; 18% expected some future publication in combination with other work, 
12% had no such plans. The hipest percentage (12%) planned to submit tor publication a journal 
article the next highest percentage (11%) plann^ to include additional related material and 
more data. The median date on which they expected to submit for publication was 1-4 months 
after die convention. Fourteen percent of die Proceedings Audiors with no specific current 
plans to publish suted that the publication of their papers in the Proceedings had an effect on 
dieir decision not to publish immediately and die hlg^iest percentage (10%) stated that **£rosfifidr 
ings publication was enoit^.’* 

NonProceedlngs Authors had the highest percentage (86%) among all Author samples who 
planned specifically for future publicaticm of die main contents of their convention presentations. 
The highest percentage (80%) expected the material to be published in a journal article and 22% 
named a technical report as die format of publication. The median time at which diese Authors 
began or planned to be^ writing their material tor publication and their actual or expected 
time of submission tor publication was the same: 1-4 mondis after die convention. Fourteen 
percent of NonProceedlngs Authors had no current and specific plans tor publicaticm; of these, 
10% anticipated some future publicaticm in comUnation widi odier work; 4% had no plans what- 
soever (an additional 2% of NP Authors failed to complete the question). Those who planned 
publication in combination with other work named additional material, a replication of die study 
and more complete data and more analysis as die nature of die additional work; and a scientific 
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Journal as the likely medium for publicatloo, Ihe estimated median time of aubmiislon for pub- 
licatioo was 4-8 months after the convention. 

Rfi|UMta far Convention Preaenlatlona and the Outcome of 3Mch Retfueeta 

The Proceedings Authors had a median number of 7-9 requests (N«112) for copies of their 
presentations and they distributed an average of 25 copies of dieir convention papers in addition 
to copies given out to persons who speciflcaUy requested copies (the majority of Proceedings 
Authors reported that the former were persons on the author’s own personal distribution list). 
About 24% of the Proceedings Authors also sent out a few copies of another report that contained 
Ae contents of their manuscript and slightly fewer sent specific Information sought by requestors. 

In reporting on the relevancy of the paper requested to their work activities, by far the 
highest percentages of Requestors of each category of papers named research: 78% of Non- 
Proceedings Requestors; 73% of Proceedings Requestors; and 49% of Symposium and Address 
Requestors. The next highest percentages of NonProceedings Requestors (18%) and Proceed- 
ings Requestors (14%) named teaching, but the next highest percentage (23%) of Symposium and 
Address Requestors named clinical work as dieir activity to which the paper was most relevant. 

In inquiries to the Author sample about their papers, nearly all (98%) Requestors asked tor 
a copy of the paper itself. Over two thirds (67%) of the entire Requestor sample made their in- 
quiry following die convention, about one quarter (24%) made it prior to die convention, and 
only 7% made it at the ccmventimi itself, but a somewhat lower percentage (15%) of Symposium 
and Address Requestors than odier Requestors made their inquiry before die convention and a 
somewhat higher percentage (77%) inquired after the convention. When Requestors were asked 
about die outcome of dieir request for a copy of die presentation, almost one half (47%) of all 
Requestors reported they had both received and used a report of the research; about a third 
(34^ that they had received a report but had not had time to refer to it; and 13% that they had 
received neidier a copy of diearddenor any odier report of the work. Proceedings Requestors 
reported the lowest percentage (9%) of Requestors not having received a copy of the article or 
any odier report; NonProceedings Requestors had die highest percentage (20%) among all Re- 
questors for non-receipt of the requested material. 

RsdUMtora* Imsractlona with Authors In Addition to 
Requostlng o Copy of the Paper 

Almost 30% of die entire Requestor sample had had or planned to have interactians with the 
author of die presentadmi Instead of, or In addidon to, requesting a report of the content of a 
particular pi^r. There were minor differences on ^s measure among groiqis (31%, P Re- 
questors; 28%, S & A Requestors; and24%,NP Requestors). Thble VIII shows the types and pur- 
poses of such interactions. A higher percentage (13%) of Proceedings Requestors than other 
Requestors reported diat die purpose of dieir contact with the audior that had already occurred 
was to request reports of his future work, and a higher percentage (14%) also planned to contact 
the author for this purpose. With that exception, the percentages of Requestors naming each 
purpose for having had or having planned interactions wldi audiors were small and roughly 
equal across the Requestor groups. 

About one third (35%) of the entire Requestor sample had correspondence with the author of 
the paper following die convention. The Contact that die next highest percentage (19%) of the 
entire Requestor sample had widi audiors was In attending the convention session at which die 
paper was presented or discussed, but a much higher percentage (34%) of Symposium and Address 
Requestors than other Requestor samples had this kind of contact and a considerably higher per- 
centage (15%) of these Requestors than odier Requestor samples met widi the audior at die end 
of the session. Another difference inthepercenttges of Requestors who reported various types 
of contacts with authors was in die slightly higher percentag;e (18%) of Proceedings Requestors 
than Symposium and Address Requestors (11%) and of NonProceedings Requestors (14%) who 
reported correspondence widi the audior prior to the convention. 

Attsndants* Intsractlona with Aidhora and with the 
Content of the Author’s Presentation 

The persons sampled in die convention sessions, i#e., die various Attendant grovpB, had 
a wide range of interactions with die Authors Mid with the content of dieir presentations before, 
during, and following the convention. This section describes diese interactions and is intended 
to lay a baseline for later examining the effects of the convention presentation on the Attendants 
work. While Attendants are present at die time of presentation, th^r reading of convention pres- 
entadons and odier contacts wldi die presentations are critical to the cumulative effect of die 
presentation and to die audior’s work iqxxi dieir own work. 

Attendants* Reading of ronventl on Presentatlmis. Attendants were asked to report on 
whether they had read any of the papers presented at the sessions diey attended (Tkble IX). 
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Twelve percent of Symposium Attendants read a written version of at least one of the presenu- 
tions, about an equal percentage (6% and 7% respectively) doing such reading before and after 
the convention. A somewhat lowcrpercentage (8%) of Address Attendants read a written version 
of die agrees « 6% before the convention, 4% following the convention. In contrast, over one 
half of the Proceedings Attendants read a written version of at least one of the papers In the 
session they attended -2'>% having done so before the convention when such reading would assist 
In planning for convention attendance and Interaction with authors and Z9% read a written version 
after the convention. About one third of the Nonproceedings Attendants read a written version 
of at least one of thepapers In greater percentages after the convention (2^) than before (IS^). 
By far a greater percentage (78%) of Attendants at discussion sessions dian Attendants at paper 
sessions read a written version of the paper presented at the session and, like Proceedings and 
NonProceedlngs Attendants, a greater percentage of diem read the paper after f44%) radier 
than before the convention (39%). ^ 



Of particular Interest is the lower amount of reading by Attendants of the published Pro- 
ceedings prior to the convention than after it. This fact Is probably a consequence of the smaflw 
distribution of the Proceedings prior to the convention and al^ects events occurring at and sub- 
sequent to the convention. A second finding of importance arises In the data on Discussion 
Attendants. Apparently this type of session motivates Attendants to be both diligent In prepar- 
ing to attend the session and to have sufficiently greater interest following the session to pursue 
further interactions with the author and to read the Proceedings paper. 

Attendants* Interactions with Author s. Thble X shows the types and purposes of the Attend- 
ants* interactions with Authors relative to the convention presentations and die total number of 
Attendants in each group planning or having contact with at least one author in the session at- 
tended. The more striking findings to emerge in these data are the distinctive patterns of pur- 
poses offered for the Discussion Attendants* interaction widi Audiors and the frequent and 
diverse types of interactions they actually had or planned to have with Authors. Among the re- 
maining groups, there were relatively small differences (32% to 44%) in the percentage of per- 
sons having or planning contact with at least one author in die session and in die purposes and 
types of contact. The most common reason for Discussion Attendants contacting the author 
was to clarify some point in his rep mted research (46%); in all other groups the most common 
purpose was to request a copy of the paper. The most frequent type of contact, for all Attendant 
groups except Discussion Attendants, was correspondence following the convention. The Discus- 
sion Attendants, as one might expect, most frequently contacted the author by a question from 
the floor of the session. 

One difference afnong the Attendant groups should be noted: Proceedings, NonProceedlngs, 
and Symposium Attendants were sampled in sessions containing many presentations, not all of 
which would be of great interest to them. In contrast. Address and Discussion Attendants usually 
attended a single event (there were afew sessions scheduling double invited addresses) that they 
had chosen as being of interest to them. Therefore, when percentage data are based upon total 
numbers of persons hearing presentations, the percentages of Proceedings, NonProceedlngs, 
and SymiX)sium Attendants who contacted authors may be low because of their forced attendance 
of presentations following or preceding those presentations in which they were primarily in- 
terested. 

The large average number of attendants at address sessions (153) would be expected to in- 
hibit informal interactions. However, Address Attendants surprisingly report a greater amount 
of activity than any odier Attendants except Discussion Attendants In the convention session, and 
a greater amount of this activity than in other groups except Discussion Attendants was directed 
toward substantive issues, clarifying points in the reported research, or requesting information 
not in the report. 



CKitttiont to Procoidlngt and NonProcMdingt Authors 
from tho Floor of ths Convontlon Sssslon 

Additional data on the amount of interaction with the audiors in the session were obtained 
by the Project staff monitoring Proceedings and NonProceedlngs sessions. In each session, 
the number of questions directed to each author was counted; Thble XI presents these data and 
data for the control group in the 1965 trial of the Proceedings (APA-PSIEP Report #16, “Inno- 
vatiais in Scientific Communication in Psychology**). Apparently the very limited distribution * 

of the 1966 Proceedings prior to die convention reduced this measure of interaction virtually 
to a control level - all three groups of Authors having nearly identical distributions in terms of 
die number of questions they received from the floor of the session. 




108 



RESPONDENTS* INVOLVEMENT IN SUBJECT-MATTER 
AREA OF PRESENTATIONS 

iU>le XII shows the activities in which the respondents were involved in the subject-matter 
areas of the presentations at the sessions sampled in the study. The table shows the nature and 
extent of each group's invc i ement both prior to and at die time of the convention. As previously 
found in earlier convention studies. Authors tended to report die greatest involvement in the 
area of the presentation, and Attendants were the least active. The overall percentages (not 
shown in the tsble) of NonProccedings Requestors and Attendants who reported any previous or 
cu^CTt activity in the area of the paper were greater than those of other groups of Requestors 
and Attendants, 

All groups of respondents most frequently reported involvement in research activity. Non- 
ProceMings Authors and Requestors were more active than other Audior or Requestor grot^ 
to conducting research both before and at the time of the convention; Address and Discussion 
Attendants re^rted more activity to conducting research dian other Attendant grouqps. Sym- 
^sim and Address Audiors and Requestors were more active to clinical or applied work at 
me tinie of the conventicm than other Audior or Requestor groups, but Discussion Attendants 
(to ^e with Division 12 sponsorship of the sessions) were more active among Attendant groiros 
to clinical or applied work. » -t' 

Aldiough Symposium and Address Audiors were sllj^tly more active prior to the conven- 
tion than other Authors to publication of a journal article, NonProceedtogs Authors reported 
more activity than other Author groups to preparing an article for publication at the time of the 
convention. Discussitm Attendants were more active than other Attendant gxoinps to being cur- 
rently involved to preparing a manuscript for publication. 

Authors 

Almost two thirds (65%) of the Symposium and Address Authors had previously conducted 
research to the same subject-matter area as dielr presentation and over one half (55%) of 
them had made an oral presentation in the subject-matter area at a regional or national conven- 
tion or had published a journal article. Thirty-one percent had made some other type of report 
and only 10% had done a diesis or dissertation to the area. Over half (51%) of diem were cur- 
rently conducting research to the area of their presentation, 32% were planning to conduct re- 
search, and 31% were preparing a manuscript for a journal article. About a quarter of diese 
Authors were involved to clinical or applied work, or directing or supervising research to die 
area; almost 40% were teaching a course to it. 

Before the convention, 68% of Proceedings Authors reported they had previously conducted 
research to the same subject-matter area as their presentation; the next highest percentage 
(41%) reported Involvement to publication of a journal article. Like the Symposium and Address 
Audiors, few (13%) reported having done a thesis or dissertation to the area. After die conven- 
tion, two thirds of the Proceedtogs Authors reported that they we re currently conducting re- 
search; one half reported they were preparing a manuscript for a journal article, and 39% that 
they were planning to conduct research to the area. 

NonProceedtogs Audiors had the highest percentage (88%) among all Author samples of 
those who had previously conducted research on the same subject as their convention paper. 
Over half (55%) hadmade an oral presentation to the same area at a national or regional conven- 
tion, almost half (49%) had published a journal article to the area, and 29% had made some other 
type of report. In contrast with percentages of Authors of other kinds of papers* a hi^er per- 
centage (20%) of NonProceedtogs Authors had done their thesis or dissertation to the area. 
Among their current activities, the highest percentage (73%) of NonProceedtogs Authors were 
conducting research* and the next highest percentage (59%) were preparing a manuscript for a 
journal article to the same subject-matter area as their presentation. Almost half (49%) were 
planning to conduct research to die area. 

RequMlort 

Over three quarters of the NonProceedtogs Requestors had been or were active to the same 
area of wotlc described to die paper requested; a sli^tly lower percentage (68%) of Proceedings 
Requestors indicated activity to the same area* and an even lower percentage (58%) of Symposium 
and Address Requestors did so. Although Requestors of all types of presentations reported to 
higher percentages than to odier activities dieir previous involvement to conducting research* 
NcmProceedtogs Requestors had a substantially higher percentage (6^) so tovolve<l A higher 
percentage (23%) of Proceedings Requestors and NonProceedings Requestors (22%) than Sym- 
posium and Address Requestors (8%) hadprevlouslymadean oral presentation to the same sub- 
ject-matter area at a regional or national convention* and hi^er percentages of Proceedtogs 
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Requestors (14%) andNonProceedings Requestors (20%) thsnSyniposium and Address Requestors 
(2%) had done a thesis or dissertation In toe area. Over twice as many NonProceedlngs Re- 
questors (54%) and Proceedings Requestors (49%) than Symposium and Address Requestors 
(23%) were currently conducting research in toe same area as toe presentation. Thirty-seven 
percent of toe Symposium and Adless Requestors were currently Involved in clinical or applied 
work -a higher percentage than were Involved in any other way and than other types of Request- 
ors. About a quarter of the entire Requestor sample were preparing a manuscript for Journal 
publication and over one third were planning to conduct research. It is notewortoy toat, vtoereas 
a higher percentage (20%) of NonProceedlngs Requestors than Proceedings Requestors (14%) 
had previously done their dissertation or thesis in toe area of work covered in toe paper, a 
higher percentage (12%) of Proceedings Requestors were currently Involved In a dissertation or 
thesis in toe area. 

Attandonla 

Sixty-nine percent of toe Symposium Attendants and70% of toe Address Attendants reported 
current or former activity in toe same area of work described in toe presentations. Consistently 
higher percentages of Address Attendants than Symposium Attendants had been active in aU 
previous report^ activities and, with one exception, considerably higher percentages of Ad- 
dress Attendants were currently active in all kinds of reported activities in the area of toe pre- 
sentation. The only kind of activity in which equivalent percentages (17%) of Symposium At- 
tendants and Address Attendants (16%) were active was involvement in clinical *or applied work 
in toe area. 

Seventy-one percent of toeProceedings Attendants were or had been active in toe same area 
of work described in toe presentation. Twenty-two percent had previously conducted research 
in toe area, but less toan7%hadmade an oral presentation at a convention, published an article, 
or done a dissertation or thesis in toe area. Fourteen percent of these Attendants were cur- 
rently active in conducting resear ch or teaching a course in toe area; only 4% were Involved in 
clinical or applied work. 

Seventy-eight percent of toe NonProceedlngs Attendants were or had been active in toe 
same area as toe presentation. Three times as many of them (21%) had previously conducted 
research in toe area than had been involved in any other activity. Slightly higher percentages 
of these Attendants were currently conducting research (14%), planning to ctmduct research 
(16%), or Involved in clinical or applied work (13%) than in other types of activities. 

Although a somewhat lower overall percentage (66%) of Discussion Attendants than other 
Attendant groups were or had been active in toe same area as toe presentation, greater per- 
centages of them tended toward activity in most types of Involvement than other Attendant 
groups. Exceptions to this were toe higher percentages of Address Attendants than Discussion 
Attendants involved in making an oral presentation, publishing a Journal article, or currently 
planning to conduct research in toe area. The percentage (41%) of Discussion Attendants wto 
had previously been active in conducting research in toe area was considerably higher than 
that of otoer Attendant groups. 

MODIFICATIONS OF SCIENTIFIC WORK RESULTING FROM CONVENTION 
PRESENTATIONS AND THE INTERACTIONS SURROUNDING SUCH PRESENTATIONS 

An earlier study (APA-PSIEP Report #1 2, “Theoretical and Methodological Considerations 
in Undertaking Innovations in Scientific Information Exchange**) showed toat it was possible to 
make two broad generalizatimis about toe occurrence of modification as toe result of toe inter- 
actions surrounding toe convention participants and their presentations. First, toe type of activi- 
ties toat toe convention attendant undert^es to make contact wlto toe author and his presenta- 
tion can be broadly divided into more active, as e.g., both requesting a report and attending toe 
session at ^(toich toe presentation based on toe report was given, and less active, as e.g„ merely 
sitting through toe convention presentation. Persons who have undertaken toe more active types 
of contacts generally tend to be more likely to modify their ongoing work activities in toe area 
of toe presentation (APA-PSIEP Report #12, p. 157). Second, attendants who were active in re- 
search in toe same area as toe presentation were more likely to find a porticm of toe presenta- 
tion of value to toem and more likely to modify their ongoing activities in toe area of toe pre- 
sentation (APA-PSIEP Report #12, p. 162 ff.). 

Several ftndtng a in toat r<qport and in a subsequent report (APA-PSIEP Report #16, “Innova- 
tions in Scientific Communication in Psychology**) diverge from toese generalizations. First of 
all, toe Autoors respondent group was reasonably high In terms of modifications in new work 
in toe area of toe presentation and in planning to start new work in toe areas of the presentaticoi, 
but rather low in toe modification of research currently being conducted (APA-PSIEP Report 
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>a2). In contrast, both Authors groups in APA-PSIEP Rqwrt #16 were relatively low In report- 
ing modifications in dieir work compared with other respondent groups. These findings are of 
interest because, in general, die Audior respondent groups are die most acdvely engag^ In re- 
search and take a most active part in the convention interaction, or, at least, are likely to have 
a great number of queries directed toward them whatever dieir own pardcipatton may be. APA- 
PSIEP Report #16 did not report a separate analysis of the Attendiunts of discussion sessions. 
As already seen In earlier portions of die present report, persons In diis respondent groiq) were 
especially active in interacting with die audior and die data for diese persons are accordingly 
of particular interest in terns of gaining a better understanding of the basis of modiflcatlan in 
scientific work. 

Data on die modificadonS in the respondents* work acdvides are presented and discussed 
in diree secdons below. In the first secdon, die data are related to Ae respondents* oiling 
acdvides in a series of flow charts comparable to those used in APA-PSIEP Reports #12 and 
#16. TTie second secdon describes the number of persons modifying dielr work acdvides and 
die nature of die modlficadons. The third section attempts an analysis of die factors associated 
widi modificadcms in die Requestor and Attendant groiqps. 

Modifications of the Ke ep ondsnis Ongoing Work Activities 
in the Same Area as the Presentation 

Symposium and Address Respondent Groups. Figure 1 presents the data on the respoi^ent 
groups involved widi die selected symposia and invit^ addresses. It is evident that die groups 
most frequendy modifying dieir ongoing acdvides were die Authors. These persons are very 
frequendy engaged in ongoing acdvides in the same area of presentadon and in each activity 
report a higher percentage of modifications dian any other Symposium and Address respondent 
group. The only odier cases in which 20% or more of die persons engaged in an activity in a 
respondent group report modifications are die Symposium Attendants doing clinical and applied 
work, the Address Attendants conducting research and the Address Attendants involved in 
clinical and applied work. Reading of the open-end responses as to die nature of the modifica- 
tions suggests diat the high percentage of Symposium and Address Audlors reporting modifica- 
tion in research planning was die result of being stimulated to undertake an entirely new study 
by the discovery of a new technique or procedure in that area of interest. The wording of the 
questionnaire item would not generally permit a determination of status of the persons whose 
interactitms with die authors 1^ to modification, but in several instances Authors indicated that 
a modification was the result of Authors* interacting with one another. 

Proceedings Respondent Groups. Figure 2 displays the data on modification of ongoing ac- 
tivities for die respondent groups who were involved in those interactions surrounding papers 
published in the convention Proceedings. The most striking feature of the figure is die hig^i 
percentage of modification in most ongoing activities which occurred among Attendants of dis- 
cussion sessions. A high percentage of Proceedings Authors (39%) were planning to conduct 
research and 39% of these persons modified their plans. High percentages of the persons plan- 
ning to conduct research and involved in applied work among die Proceedings Requestors also 
planned to modify dieir work in die area of the presentation. As already mentioned, the Discus- 
sion Attendants reported a large number of mo^ications; however, the number of modificaticms 
in currently conducted research is the same as diat for the Proceedings Attendants (17% in 
each case). Nevertheless, the most interesting finding is, despite die smallness of the group, 
the hi^ percentage of EMscussion Attendants modifying some aspect of dieir work in the area of 
the presentations. 

Nonproceedings Respondent Groups. Figure 3 presents data on the modification of ongoing 
activities for the NonProceedings respondent group. This figure shows the high percentage of 
Authors, as compared to odier NonProceedings groups, that report modifications in their on- 
going work. These modifications are reported both In currently conducted research (27% of 
authors so engaged) and in planned research (36% of authors so engaged). Convention inter- 
actions apparently also have a substantial effect on NonProceedings Attendants’ current re- 
search (2^ modl^ng) and on their plans to conduct research (15% modifying). 

Some Comparisons Among 1965 and 1966 Proceedings Responctent Groups and Control 
Respondent Groups. Figures 4 and 5 present data on the 1965 trial of die Proceedings diat are 
ccmiparable to the data on die 1966 trial of the Proceedings as presented in Figures 2 and 3, 
With regard to the 1965 Proceedings data (Figure 4), it is evident that die points at which most 
modification occurred -Proceedings Audiors planning to conduct research. Proceedings Re- 
questors planning to conduct research and being involved in clinical and applied work - are In 
three cases the same as the points at which most modifications occurred in the Proceedings 
respondents group in the 1966 trial. (There were a considerable number of modifications in the 
ongoing activities of die Immediate Reader groiqi of the 1965 trial. However, no surveys could 
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be made of a comparable group In the 1966 trial.) The 1965 Control groups show a low percent- 
age of modifications relative to the NonProceedings respondent grotq) in the 1966 trial. The 
only substantial percentage of modifications occurred among the Control Requestors planning 
to conduct research; 23% of requestors reporting this activity planned to modify their research. 
As pointed out in the report of the 1965 trial* no substantial differences were found between the 
Attendants of the Proceedings presentations and the Attendants of the Control presenutions in 
terms of modifications of work. This finding was discussed in the origin^ report of die study 
(APA-PSIEP Report #16) and seemed to reflect two facts: first, the effects of the amount of 
reading which occurred among Proceedings Attendants (if the attendant read the presenwtlon, 
he was more likely to make modifications than were Control Attendants; if he failed to read 
the presentation, he was less likely) and second, there was a very hi^ degree of interacdon 
and discussion in some of the Control sessions sampled in new APA Divisions. In the 1966 trial 
the Discussion Attendants were clearly superior to NOTProceedlngs Attendants, but no special 
advantage accrued to Proceedings Attendants in terms of die percentage modil^g their work 
as a result of the Interactions surrounding those presentations of Proceedings papers which 
they attended. — 

In general, these data tend to support the two generalizations made in APA-PSIEP Report 
#12. Figures 1 through 3 are similar in showing relatively high percentages of modifications 
among the Authors groups, who are both active in the area of the presentathm and in the Inter- 
actions at the convention. The only other groiqi that is outstanding in terms of percentage of 
modifications in its ongoing work actlvitlee are the Discussion Attendants, who were especially 
Interactive with Authors in the type of session they attended at the convention. 

The Frequency and Type of Modification in Respondent Groups. The flow charts presented 
in Figures 1 through 5 frequently deal with very small N’s and permit die repeated counting of 
single individuals. To correct this bias in presentation, the total percentage of persons modify- 
ing their work in each respondent group and the types of modifications they reported is presented 
in Thble Xlll. This table differs from tables in earlier reports which describe the types of 
modifications by attemtping to use broader content categories to give an idea of the nature of 
the message leading the respondent to make modifications in his research. 

Generally, the modifications were of two general types. In the first type, the person re- 
ports that the interactions led him to change some sort of perspective on a problem or to con- 
sider a new approach to his research or theoretical position. The other type of exchange that 
can be easily distinguished in the respondents* completion of these questions is one in which a 
specified change occurred in some particular activities. Examples include changing research 
procedures, adding material to a manuscript, changing a clinical procedure, reorganizing a 
course, adding the findings from a study to a course. 

Thble Xlll generally categorizes die modification and presents »he total percentage of per- 
sons in each respondent group reporting modification in the area of the presentations. It is 
evident that, of all respondent groups, AuAors most frequently modify their work as a result of 
the Interactions surrounding their presentation. The types of modifications they most frequently 
report are changes in research method or design, changes in manuscript currently being pre- 
pared, and unspecified general changes in research. There is little pattern as to the types of 
modification reported by the other respondents grotqis with the possible exception of 12% of 
NonProceedings Attendants reporting a change in research method or design - a finding in line 
with the high emphasis in this group on experimental psychology. 

The reader should note that the flow charts conceal to a great extent the absolute size of the 
groups of respondents reporting modifications. Thus in the extreme case, 8% of the Non- 
Proceedings Requestors reporting modifications is actually four persons. The largest grotps 
reporting modifications Include about 40 persons in the case of the 33% of the Proceedings 
Authors and 18% of the Symposium Attendants. 

Factor* Ai*odat*d with Roqiwstori and R*spond*nti Modifying 
Thoir Ongoing Work as a R**uit of Convention interactions 

Thble XlV presents the percentages of Requestors and Attendants modifying their work as 
a result of convention interactions and the percentages of Requestors and Attendmts having had 
minimal contact with the author and his presentation. The first set of percentages is the same, 
of course, as percentages In Thble Xlll and are included in this table for comparison. Fhlrly 
substantial percentages in each of the Requestor respondent groups have neither read the authors* 
papers nor had any of the various types of other possible contacts with the author. As a result, 
these Requestors had little information upon which to base any modification of their work, al- 
though one of diem did report a modification. If the size of these percentages (ll%-25%) seems 
surprising, the reader might recall that substantial percentages of Requestors had received no 
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from the Authors. In addition, the motive of many requestors may be epitomized by 
me following comment, I have not had a chance to read &e paper since it is one among 100 
papers mat 1 have requested from the convdition program,** 

The minimal contact the attendant could have with the auttior or his presentation was to 
session. The percentages in each grotro reporting this are also shown In 
TaWe XIV. These range from 2% of the Address Attendants to 63% of the Symposium Attendants. 
Bom sets of date on the percentage of Requestors and Attendants having minimal contact raise 
the ^estion as to the effect of exposure of respondents to each type of contact with the author 
and 1^ presentation on the work of Requestors and Attendants. Interest In the question was 
Cumulated by the discovery diat only 12% of the Attendants having minimal contact with the 
aumor s presentation modified any of their work activities (data In Tbble XVII). This percentage 

was lower than the 13%-24% of complete Attendant groiq>s reporting some modification In their 
work activity. 

Ihble XV presents the percentage of Requestors and Attendants, irrespective of convention 
evOTt, modifying their work foUowlng different types of contact with the autiior or the contents 
of his presentation. (Discussion Attendants have been eliminated from this analysis because 
of tee relatively unstructured nature of tee session they attended.) The base of each percentage 
Is tee total number of Requestors or Attendantshaving experienced each contact whether or not 
they experienced additional contacts. 

substantial interaction effects with regard to 1) tee correspondence prior to and 
foUowing the convention and 2) tee attendance of tee presentation and Identity of tee respondent 
as a Requestor and Attendant. For Requestors, correspondence is tee l^is xxpon which they 
were selected for the study, and tee percentage of Requestors modifying their work after ex- 
Insure to teis activity is relatively low (15% modifying It after correspondence prior to conven- 
tion and 22% modifying It after correspondence following tee convention). For Attendants, 
correspondence is an activity going beyond tee basis wpon which they were selected for tee 
st^ and (tonstitutes an additional contact with auteors and their presentations. Of Attendants, 
31% modified their work after correspondence prior to tee convention and 47% modified their 
work after correspondence following tee convention. Similarly, more Requestors than Attendmts 
modified their work after attending the presentation, which for this gxx>iq), constituted an addi- 
tional contact with either tee Auteor or presentation. With tee exception of Attendants writing to 
Auteors following the convention, all contacts going beyond tee basis of selection for tee samples 
are roughly equal in te^s of percentage of respondents modifying work (23-31%). 

For tee remaining types of contact there seems to be Uttle difference between Requestors 
and Attendants. Ihble XVI shows tee percentage of Requestors and Attendants, combined, who 
modified their work after identical exposure to dlfierent groups of auteors and their presenta- 
tions. (A number of types of contact have been eliminated from this table because tee number 
of persons having these contacts were too few to allow a breakdown according to type of presen- 
tation. Actually tee pattern of modification following these contacts was In line with tee picture 
presented in Ihble XV), The differences In tee percentage of respondents ratting modifica- 
tions after identical exposure to different types of material (symposia, adebesses, nonproceed- 
ings and Proceedings papers) are reasonably small: tee largest dlfierence among tee teree types 
of material is 9%, and that occurred for ex^sure to discussion at tee end of a session. 

Ihble XVII relates tee percentage of Requestors and Attendants modifying their ongoing 
work activities to tee number of contacts they had with Auteors or tee contents of presentations 
and to tee number of their (Attendants* and Requestors*) ongoing activities in tee area of tee 
^esentaticxi. Considering first tee Requestors* and Attendants* contacts with tee Auteors and 
tee contents of tee auteors* presentations, tee principal question is whether respondents havings 
one contact, tee basis on which they were selected to serve as part of tee sample in tee study, 
report fewer modifications tean respondents having several contacts and going on to make some 
special effort to obtain Information from tee auteor or his presentation. In the case of tee Re- 
questors, there is little evidence that two or more contacts are more effective In producing 
modifications than a single contact. For Attendants, however. It does appear that several con- 
tacts are more effective in producing modifications j 12% of tee Attendants having only one con- 
tact (listening to the presentation) modified their ongoing work vhile 17%-35% of Attendants 
having two or more contacts modified their work. 

With regard to the relation between tee number of current activities undertaken by Re- 
questors and Attendants and tee percentage reporting modifications, again respondents with no 
activities ir tee area of tee presentation are of little interest because it is difficult to under- 
stand exactly what they could modify. For tee Requestor samples 13% having one activity in tee 
area of tee presentation report modifications while, 10%-2l% having more than one activity in 



the area of the presentation report modifications* suggesting some small relation between the 
number of activities and the likelihood of the Requestor modifying any of his activities. For 
Attendants* 21% engaged in one activity in the area of the presentation report modifications and 
20%-44% engaged in more activities report modifications. Thus* the relation of activities to 
modifications may exist to a greater degree among Attendants than among Requestors* in line 
with the finding relative to the relation between the number of contacts and modifications. 

A possible factor is diat the Requestors were being surveyed relative only to a single 
paper* while the Attendants* activities and contacts frequently involve several Authors and their 
presentations in the session. The greater range of contacts and/or activities mi^t reflect a 
deeper involvement in the field and* consequently* some greater predisposition to modify work. 
In an attempt to establish the effect of this factor* modifications were separately tabulated for 
Attendants whose contacts (beyond hearing papers) or activities were all relative to a single 
paper. These grotq>s reported as many modifications as die groups as a whole* however* wldi 
the result that Requestor- Attendant differences remain unexplained. 

THE EFFECTIVENESS OF INTERACTIONS SURROUNDING THE CONVENTION 
PRESENTATIONS IN ESTABLISHING CONTACTS FOR THE CONTINUED 
EXCHANGE OF SCIENTIFIC INFORMATION 

Author and Attendant samples were asked whedier interactions surrounding the presenta- 
tions made by the Audiors put them In contact with any person with whom they would like to 
establish a ‘‘colleague** relationship for the exchange of scientific information. Within die three 
Author samples* from one quarter to about one half of the respondents stated that they had met 
someone widi whom they would like to arrange some continued contact for information ex- 
change. The Proceedings Audiors had the highest percentage (48%)* stating that they had made 
such a contact at the convention. In this respect those Proceedings Authors who had participated 
in foe discussion sessions, were not superior to other Proceedings Authors. Of foe Symposia 
and Address Authors* 35% claimed foe establishment of such a contact* and of foe NonProceed- 
ings Authors* 25% claimed fois type of contact. Among foe Attendant samples* generally lower 
percentages (17%-37%) of respondents wished to establish a contact wlfo one of foe au^rs of 
foe session on which they were surveyed. The hipest percentage (37%) of Attendants wishing 
to establish a contact with foe author occurred in foe discussion sessions* a finding in line wifo 
foe greater amount of interaction which occurred in those sessions. The lowest percentage 
(17%) was found among Address Attendants. 

When questioned as to foe type of information they would hope to obtain forou^ foe estab- 
lishment of such a contact* both Author and Attendant samples tended to indicate some type of 
general information exchange for keeping abreast wifo foe activities of other persons woiidng 
in their area. The percentage in each sample giving this response was about one half of all 
of those persons who indicated a desire to establish a continue relationship for information 
exchange. Other reasons given were usually quite specific and included collaboratioa on re- 
search* becoming Jointly involved with another person in planning new research* foe confirma- 
tion of foe same ^ding or foe replication of studies on different subject populations* and foe 
exchange of information on research techniques and procedures. 

ATTENDANTS* RECEIPT OF SIGNIFICANT INFORMATION AT THE CONVENTION 

Ihble XVIll shows foe percentages of Attendant samples vho stated foat they received Infor- 
mation during their attendance at foe Convention foat had significantly affected their work activi- 
ties. Between 6^ and 83% of each sample reported having obtained such information* foe highest 
percentage being found among Discussion Attendants. The most important source for such sig- 
nificant Information was foe Symposium for three of foe five Attendant samples; for foe remain- 
ing two samples Symposia were* in one case* tied wifo* and* in foe other case* slightly inferior 
to contributed paper sessions. These results generally follow previous findings from foe study 
of foe 1962 APA Convention in slewing foat Attendants find symposia foe most valuable formal 
sources of significant Information. In addition* foe other formal convention events are ordered 
as information sources in foe same way as found in foe previous convention sample; contributed 
paper sessions are foe next most frequent sources of significant information and Invited ad- 
dresses foe third most frequent source. 

Comparisons between foe 1962 data and foe 1966 data are tenuous because foe wording of 
foe 1962 questionnaire was such as to discourage foe checking of more foan one event as foe 
source of significant information. Granting foe limitations of foe data* foe performance of con- 
tributed paper sessions in terms of furnishing significant information still appears to have im- 
proved relative to foat of symposia; foe percentage checking contributed paper sessions was 
about one third foe percentage checking symposia in 1962 and two thirds that percentage in 1966. 
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Reasoning along the same Iltoes, informal discussion seems to be relatively less effective for 
the 1966 samples than for tl**" earlier sample. Despite multiple checking of sources, the per- 
cenuges of the 1966 samples obtaining significant Information from this source only range 
from 3l%-40%, while 35% of die 1962 sample obtained significant information from this source. 

' <1 

A ftndtng of Interest is the very high percentage (51%) of Discussion Attendants finding die 
contributed paper session to be asourceof sigpnlficant information. This effect seems a direct 
reflection of the very hi^ effectiveness of such sessions in generating Author- Attendant inter- 
actions and in furnishing information that modified the Attendants* work activities. 

Ihble XIX shows the work activity modified by the significant information received by 
Attendants. About one half of each sample (from 36% to 57%), widi the exception of the Discus- 
sion Attendants, modified some portion of their research on Ae basis of the significant informa- 
tion they received from the APA Convention. The Discussion Attendants who attended sessions 
sptmsored by Divisitm 12 made most of their modifications in the area of their clinical work. 
The remaining major area in which modification occurred was teaching and 10% to 20% of eacli 
of the Attendant samples modified their activity in this area. 

Ihble XX shows the nature of the effects of significant information on the respondents* work. 
In case, the respondrats* answers describing die effect of the information on their work 
have been broken down into specific categories. However, the pattern of their answers follows 
die one generally found of showing changes either in the use of specific techniques, particularly 
in research, or in changes in the respondent*s perspective on his or someone else*s work or 
theoretical position. 

COMMUNICATION PROBLEMS AT THE AM CONVENTION 

The surveys soi^t information on scientific communication problems that had been en- 
countered at die convention. Symposium and Address Authors, NonProceedings Authors, and 
all Attendant groups were asked to report any general scientific communication problem at the 
1966 APA convration they had just attended in New York City which they believed should be cor- 
rected befbre the next convention. The Proceedings Authors were specifically questioned on 
problems in connection with the published Proceedings and the manner of conducting the conven- 
tion session within which they were scheduled. From one quarter to one half of the Author 
samples reported there were communication problems at the convention they wrould like to see 
corrected, whereas almost one half of each Attendant sample experienced some kind of problem. 

Almost a third (32%) of the Symposium and Address Authors reported they encountered 
scientific communication problems at the convention. The highest percentage (15%) had sugges- 
tions relating to the physical structure of the convention, such as the size and relative location 
of meeting rooms, the use of television for paper presentations, and a centralized information 
center. The next highest percentage (9%) suggested fewer sessions with fewer papers of better 
quality. 

One quarter of the NonProceedings Authors encountered commuiiication problems at the 
amventicm. The suggestion for improvement of future conventions made by the highest per- 
centage (10%) of diese Authors was for more time for audience participation and discussion; 
the second highest percentage of this group (8%) suggested fewer sessions with fewer papers 
and of better quality. 

Almost one half (48%) of die combined sample of Symposium and Address Attendants en- 
countered scientific communication problems at the convention they believed should be corrected. 
Almost one quarter (2^) of these Attendants had suggestions about the physical structure of 
the convention and the next hipest percentage (10%) noted the lack of availability of published 
papers. Ei^t percent suggested diere be fewer, smaller, and less rushed sessions with fewer 
papers and of better quality. A higher percenu^e (55%) of Address Attendants dian Symposium 
Attendants (47%) encountered scientific communication problems, and a higher percentage (17%) 
of Address Attendmts tiian Symposium Attendants (9%) noted the lack of availability of published 
papers. 

Almost one half (47%) of the Proceedings Attendants encountered communication problems. 
The highest percentage (19%) noted the lack of availability of published papers, and the next 
highest percentages (12% and 9%, respectively) had “miscellaneous** suggestions and felt there 
should be fewer, smaller, and less rushed sessions with fewer and better quality papers. 

About the same percentage (48%) of NonProceedings Attendants as Attendants at other types 
of sessions enc untered communication problems at the convention. The suggestion made by 



the hiE^est percentage (18%) concerned the physical structure of the convention: and suggestions 
of next highest percentage (12%) were of a miscellaneous nature. 

Although about ihe same percentage (49%,) of die Discussion Attendants as Attendants at 
other kinds of sessions encountered communicatlcni problems* they had a somevdiat different 
priority tor Improving future conventions. The highest percentage (20%) of these Attendants 
mentioned die need for more time tor audience participation* discussion* and questions; the 
next highest percentage (17%) named problems of physical structure; and the next hl{^est (12%) 
after that noted the lack of availability of published papers. 

Publication of their papers in the 1966 Proceedings created some special problems for 
Proceeding's Audiors. When diese Authors were asked prior to the convention whedier diey re- 
garded the paper published in the Proceedings as a reasonably complete report of their work* 
almost two thirds responded negatively. Among the types of material they would have included 
in their papers if they had had more space* 13% would have made a more detailed analysis of 
data* given more Interpretation* and shown more cross-validation; 12% would have include 
related experiments and more data. After the convention almost one half (48%) of die Proceed- 
ings Authors reported there were problems created by the particular meth^ of handling die 
session at which their paper was presented. The problems the biggest percentages of diem 
mentioned were that die audience was unprepared (10%)* diere was not enough time (10%)* and 
there were scheduling problems (9%). 



SUMMARY 

The major findings of the present study of the convention Proceedings and of the APA Con- 
vention deal with: the success of the Proceedings as a communication medium; the effect of die 
poor distribution of the Proceedings prior to the convention upon interactions at the convention; 
the characteristics of discussion sessions of the convention* especially in terms of promoting 
elective interaction between Authors and Attendants; the effectiveness of invited addresses 
and symposia as convention events* giving due attention to the fact that contributed paper ses- 
sions now seem to be somewhat more effective dian in die past; and finally* characteristics of 
convention Interactions and of the respondent diat seem most frequently to lead to modifications 
in the respondents* ongoing psychological work. 

As a publication medium* the Proceedings performed in much the same way as it had in the 
previous year. It appeared vtith a low publication lag* and copies were available 6 weeks prior 
to the convention; the mechanisms for selecting material* editing it* and producing the publica- 
tion all operated well. Most importantly* the effect of diis p»2blication on the Authors’ plans 
to seek journal publication was about as large as it was in the earlier trial* indicating diat die 
authors were still satisfied widi die Proceedings as a means of publication. 

An unfortunate feature of the present trial of die Proceedings was die low distribution of 
die copies prior to the convention. To some degree this distribution reflected die impression 
of many potential readers that the publication would again be distributed free to members of 
the participating Divisions. Later distribution of the Proceedings was large* and* in fact^ the 
total number > of copies sold was sufficient to meet die goals set In the original design of die 
publication. 

By far die more interesting aspects of the present study surround discussion sessions. 
Their existence seems to motivate Attendants to read Proceedings papers before attending the 
presentation* they permit effective interactions between Authors and Attendants* ond such inter- 
actions lead to large numbers of modifications in Attendants* work. In view of findings to date* 
the failure to further develop these sessions - in particular* to insure their smooth operation® - 
and to Introduce these sessions into the programs of other APA Divisions seems curious* 

As found in previous studies of the APA convention* symposia and invited addresses are 
usually regarded as the sources of the most significant information for Attendants. Apparently 
contributed papers are now relatively more important as sources of significant information tor 
Attendants; unfortunately* informal discussion at the APA convention seems to have lost some 
of its efi!ectiveness. 

An attempt was made to look at some of the factors associated with Attendants and Re- 
questors making modifications. Tentative conclusions were: 

■ III ig 

6Througfa a series of misadventures during the 1967 APA meetings* a staff member found herself serving 

in die place of the chairman of one session (he having absented himself) and directing attendants to 

discussion groups* warning of die i^proaching end of die session* etc. 
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(1) The type of tihe presentttlon-i.e., whether the presenutlon is an address or symposium 
presentation, a' Proceedings or a NonProceedings paper -does not affect t?ie frequency of modi- 
fication, provided exposure to die material is identical. 

(2) With the exception of the many modifications associated with Attendants corresponding 
after the convention, die various owitacts which the responde.*^ has widi die author and with his 
presentation *»re equaUy likely to be associated wim modil.^Jitions, provided the contwt goes 
beyond writing for a copy of die paper in the case £ Requestors or passively attending the ses- 
sion in the case of Attendants. 

(3) Those Attendants and Requestors who have had more conuct with Authors and 
presentations and who are more active in die area of the presentation are somewhat more lUwly 
to modify their work than odier Attendants and Requestors. This relationship is stronger within 
Attendant samples. 

(4) The data on modification of ongoing work do not reflect that element of subjective sig- 
nificance which Attendants attach to symposium presentations. 



TABLE 1 



SAMPLES USED AND RESPONSE TO SURVEYS OF AUTHORS, ATTENDANTS, 
AND REQUESTORS AT THE 1966 APA CONVENTION 



Survey 


Question" 

rKiires 

failed 


Unusable 

Question- 

naires 


Unable to 
Locate 


Usoble 

Question* 

rsaires 

Returned 


Response to 
Surveys 


Authors 












Symposium and Addross 


94 


1 


— 


71 


76% 


Procoodings 


152 


2 


1 (Total*) 


136 


91% 








(before convention) 


133 


89% 








(after convention) 


125 


82% 


NonProcMdings 


64 


— 


2 


51 


82% 


Roquostors 












Symposium and Address 


92 


— 


4 


65 


74% 


Proceedings 


220 


1 


1 


182 


83% 


NonProceedings 


70 


2 


2 


50 


76% 


Attendants 












Symposium 


358 


10 


20 


242 


74% 


Addreu 


70 


2 


4 


53 


83% 


Proceedings 


126 


5 


— 


75 


62% 


NonProceedings 


252 


3 


12 


146 


62% 


Discussion 


72 


6 


10 


41 


73% 


^Total responding to either survey 



TABLE II 

HIGHEST ACADEMIC DEGREES OF RESPONDENTS 







Authors 




Requestors 


Attendants 




S & A 


P 


NP 


S& A 


P 


NP 


S 


A 


P 


NP 


D 




N=71 


h4=133 


N=51 


N=65 


N=182 N*50 


N*«242 


N»53 


N*75 


N>146 


N»41 


Perc^ntooe 
Holdino DegrM 
























Doctoral 


92% 


88% 


86% 


75% 


70% 


78% 


62% 


70% 


60% 


56% 


54% 


Nondoctoral 


8 


12 


14 


25 


30 


22 


38 


30 


40 


44 


46 


Median Date 

of Degree 

1 
























1 

All degrees 


1952 


1962 


1959 


1961 


1962 


1962 


1960 


1957 


1963 


1960 


1960 


Doctoral 


1953 


1961 


1958 


1959 


1961 


1959-60 


1959-60 1955 


1963 


1959-60 1958 


Nondoc- 
toral - before 


1943 


1962-63 


1962 


1963-64 1964 


1959 


1961 


1963 


1963 


1961 


1962 
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RESPONDENTS HIGHEST DEGREE SPECIALTIES 










O 



120 
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TABLE V 



TIMING OF AUTHORS' RESEARCH 
REPORTED IN THEIR CONVENTION PRESENTATION 



Authors 


Median Number of Months 
Prior to Convention When 
Research Was Begun 


Median Number of Months 
Prior to Convention When 
Research Could Be Reported 


Symposium and Addrew (N=71) 






Report of a laboratory experiment or 
field study persoitally conducted or 
collaborated on with others (N^^IT) 


21-24 months 


5-8 months 


Review or synthesis of a series of 
studies personolly conducted or 
collaborated on with others (N“14) 


72-75 months * 
9-12 months ** 


5-8 months ** 


Review or synthesis of a series of 
studies of which only a portion were 
personally conducted or collaborated 
on with others (N=8) 


72-75 months * 
9-12 months ** 


1-4 months ** 


Proceedings (N=133) 


1 7-20 months 


9-12 months 


Non Proceedings (N»51) 


12-16 months 


5-8 months *** 



* Earliest study 
** Most recent study 

*** N= 34. 33% of these authors hod not completed their research. 



TABLE VI 

DISSEMINATION OF MAIN CONTENTS OF CONVENTION 
PRESENTATIONS PRIOR TO CONVENTION 



Percentage of Authors Reporting Prior Dissemination 



Form 


Symposium 
and Address * 
N=71 


Proceedings 

N=133 


Non Proceedings 
NN51 


Written 


Book or part of book 


17% 


— 


— 


Dissertation or thesis 


3 


26% 


12% 


Technical report 


4 


12 


22 


Progress report 


7 


5 


4 


Other ** 


4 


4 


16 


One or more written forms 


30 


32 


37 


Oral 


One or more oral forms 


30 


19 


16 


Either Oral or Written 


51 


47 


41 



* If presentation reviewed several studies, refers to most recently completed study. 
** Most frequently, these were journal articles. 
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TABLE VII 

SPECIFIC PLANS FOR WRITTEN DISSEMINATION AFTER CONVENTION 







Percentage of Authors Reporting Planned Written Forms 


Form 




Symposium 
ond Address 
N-71 




Proceedings 

N“1M 




NonProceedings 

N-51 


Book or poit of book 




30% 




5% 




6% 


Diuortotion or thosis 




1 




1 




— 


Tochnicol report 




3 




1 




22 


Journal orticl* 




49 




62 




80 


Other 




— 




— 




2 


One or more written forms 




69 




68 




86 






TABLE VIII 










TYPES AND PURPOSES OF REQUESTORS* INTERACTIONS WITH 
AUTHORS IN ADDITION TO REQUESTING A COPY OF THE PAPER 










Percentages of Requestors 




Symposium & Address 

Interactions with Authors N=65 

Occurred Planned 


Proceedings 

N=182 

Occurred Planned 


NonProceedings 

N»50 

Occurred Planned 


Purpose of Contact: 














Clarification of some point 
in reported work 


2 


% 3% 


8% 


3% 


- 


2% 


Request information not in report 


3 


6 


7 


8 


4% 


4 


Acquaint him with own work 


3 


5 


9 


5 


2 


8 


Acquaint him with others' work 


2 


- 


2 


3 


- 


- 


Request reports of his future work 


5 


9 


13 


14 


2 


8 


Obtain reaction to own work 


1 


8 


5 


7 


2 


2 


Other contact 


5 


3 


2 


2 


2 


2 


Type of Contact: 














Correspondence prior to convention 




11% 




18% 




14% 


Attended convention session at which 
paper was presented or discussed 




34 




14 




18 


Questioned author from floor of 
paper session 




2 




2 




- 


Met with author at end of paper session 


15 




7 




6 


Met with author on another occasion 
at convention 




3 




5 




2 


Correspondence following convention 




38 




32 




38 


Other contact 




15 




17 




18 
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TABLE IX 



ATTENDANTS' READING OF CONVENTION PRESENTATION 

PTC<ntoo< of Att<ndonts Ryod ing ot l0Ott On* 
Prtf#ntotion In S^iilon Alt#nd#d 



Time of Reading 


Symposium 

N-242 


Address 

N-53 


Proceedings 

N-75 


NonProceedings 

KN146 


Proceedings 

Discussion 

N-41 


Prior to convention 


6% 


6% 


25% 


15% 


39% 


After convention 


7 


4 


39 


22 


44 


Total Persons reading 


either before or 
after convention 


12 


8 


55 


34. 


78 



TABLE X 

ATTENDANTS' CONTACTS WITH AUTHORS 
<K)ING beyond attendance OF SESSION 



P«rc«ntogt ot Att«ndonts X Pcip»it Att«nd«<l 




Clarify loma point in the reported 
research 

Request information not in report 

Acquaint him with your work in orea 

Acquaint him with work of others in 
area 



2 % 

5 



Request a copy of paper 
Request reports of future work 
Obtain reaction to your own work 
Other 

Type of contact 

Correspondence prior to convention 

Question from floor of session 

Discussion with author at end of 
session 

Discussion with author on onother 
occasion at convention 

Correspondence following the 
convention 

Other 

Persons having or planning contact 
with at least one author in the 



1 

16 

6 

<1 

1 

1 

2 

3 

3 

11 

2 



10 % 

13 

5 

2 

16 

3 

3 

3 

3 

2 

10 

6 

18 

3 



5% 

4 

3 

2 

10 

6 

2 

<1 



3 

6 

3 

8 

2 



5% 

6 

3 

1 

14 

7 

1 

1 

1 

2 

7 

9 

1 

1 



46% 

39 

10 

5 

29 

20 

12 

20 

12 

66 



17 

12 

t 

17 
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TABLE XI 



PERCENTAGE OF PROCEEDINGS, NONPROCEEDINGS, 

AND 1965 COtTROL AUTHORS RECEIVING EACH NUMBER OF QUESTIONS 

FROM FLOOR OF SESSION 



Numb«r of Questions 
DIroctad to Eoch 
Author 


Proceedings 

N-28 


NonProceedings 

N=64 


1 965 Control 
N»168 


0 


57% 


55% 


55% 


1 


21 


23 


26 


2 


14 


14 


7 


3 


4 


8 


7 


4 


4 


— 


2 


5 and above 




— 


2 
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TABLE XII 

RESPONDENTS' INVOLVEMENT IN SAME SUBJECT-MATTER AREA AS PRESENTATIONS 






Maitt 













*ln fh«se insfonc^t,. th# modificotton wos not describod^ or it was doscHbod axtromely gonarolty, ••g# "furthor rofsnafnontj 
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TABLE XVI 






PERCENTAGES OF REQUESTORS AND ATTENDANTS (COMBINED) MODIFYING 
WORK AFTER EXPOSURE TO DIFFERENT GROUPS OF 

authokS and their presentations 





Authors and Their Presentations Contacted 
by Requestors and Attendants 


Type of exposure to 
Authors and presentations 


Symposium 
& Address 


Proceedings 


Non 

Proceedings 


Correspondence following convention 


26% 

(38)* 


27% 

(66) 


33% 

(33) 


Attended presentation 


16% 

(279) 


16% 

(59) 


17% 

(104) 


Discussion at end of session 


27% 

05) 


26% 

(23) 


35% 

07) 


Read written version 


23% 

(62) 


26% 

030) 


25% 

(73) 



*N for each porcentoge is in parenthesis. 



TABLE XVII 

PERCENTAGE OF ATTENDANTS AND REQUESTORS MODIFYING THEIR WOlUC ^ 

FUNCTION (1) OF THE NUMBER OF CONTACTS WITH AUTHORS OR THE CONTENTS 
OF THE PRESENTATI^ (2) OF THE NUMBER OF THE ATTENDANTS' AND 

^QUESTORS' OnS^^ ACTIVITIES IN THE AREA OF THE PRESENTATION 



Number of 
Contacts or 
Activities 


Requestors 
Modifying After 
X Contacts 


Requestors with 
X Activities 
Modifying 


Attendants 
Modifying After 
X Contacts 


Atterxkints with 
X Activities 
Modifying 


0 


1%* 

(95)** 


5% 

(43) 




1% 

(203) 


1 


20% 

(65) 


13% 

(97) 


12% 

(269) 


21% 

(82) 


2 


20% 

(86) 


18% 

(72) 


21% 

(96) 


33% 

(67) 


3 


19% 

(27) 


14% 

(47) 


27% 

(84) 


20% 

(50) 


4 


46% 

(13) 


10% 

(21) 


17% 

(41) 


44% 

(32) 


5 and above 


9% 

01) 


21% 

07) 


35% 

(26) 

^ . 1 _ 1 _ 


30% 

(82) 



me TOCT rnciT rne prc»eniwiiwn » V.v i * ^7 

represented by this percentage to modify his work. 
**N for each percentage appears in parentheses. 
***By definition. Attendants had at least one contact. 
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TABLE XVIII 

PERCENTAGE OF ATTENDANT GROUPS RECEIVING INFORMATION AT THE CONVENTION 
PERCENTAL UP A SIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON THEIR WORK 



Attendant Groups 



Symoosium 


Address 


Proceedings 


Non- 

Proceedings 


Proceedings 

Discussion 


1962 APA 
Attendants* 


N-242 


Kh53 


N-75 


tsh14d 


N«41 


N»277 



Received significant 
Information 


74% 


79% 


73% 


69% 


83% 


77% 


Source of information 














Contributed paper 
session 


33 


43 


43 


47 


51 


13 


Symposium 


52 


66 


57 


43 


51 


35 


Conversation hour 


8 


6 


12 


8 


20 




Invited Address 


24 


36 


12 


18 


12 


5 


Film 


10 


2 


8 


6 


7 




Apparatus or Book 
Exhibit 


22 


12 


27 


18 


10 




Other progrommed 
event 


4 


4 


7 


3 


2 


— 


Informol discussion 


31 


38 


40 


36 


34 


35 



*From APA-PSIEP Report "Convention Attendants and Their Use of the Convention as a Source of Scientific 
Information." 



TABLE XIX 

WORK ACTIVITY AFFECTED BY SIGNIFICANT INFORMATION RECEIVED AT CONVENTION 









Attendant Groups 






Work Activity 


Symposium 

N-242 


Address 

N-53 


Proceedings 

.4«75 


Non- 

Proceedings 

N-146 


Proceedings 

Discuuion 

NMl 


Research 


36% 


42% 


57% 


45% 


27% 


Planning design of projected 
research 


<1 


— 


1 


3 


5 


Clinical 


19 


6 


5 


6 


41 


Administrative 


1 


6 


1 


1 


2 


Rewriting of paper for 
publication, thesis 


5 


6 


4 


3 


5 


Teaching 


17 


17 


20 


10 


12 


Applied work, human 
engineering 


2 


8 


4 


4 


5 


Other 


4 


4 


1 


2 





TABLE XX 



THE EFFECTS OF SIGNIFICANT INFORMATION RECEIVED AT CONVENTION ON WORK 



AHcndkint Groups 



Notur* of Effoct 
on Rtipondont's Work 


Symposium 

N-242 


Addross 

N-53 


Procoodings 

hh75 


Non- 

Procoodings 

Nk-146 


Procoodings 

Discussion 

N-41 


Now opprooch qnd hypoHtosos 


8% 


17% 


11% 


10% 


10% 


Now porspoctivo on own 
rosoorch 


3 


6 


7 


1 


5 


Mothods of mooiuring rolovonf 
voriobloi, ovoluotion of toch- 
niquot, uso of computort, holp 
with apparatus probloms 


12 


15 


19 


18 


12 


Plonning studios, modificotion 
of othors in progross 


5 


6 


1 


3 


2 


Encourogomont in Rospondont's 
own rosoorch 


4 




4 


— 


10 


Now idoos for rosoorch 


8 


9 


7 


5 


5 


Confirmotion of Rospondont's 
own thinking and thoorios 


1 


— 


3 


1 


7 


Dofinition and diroction, 
broodonod scopo oworonoss of 
prosont tronds in aroo 


16 


21 


15 


12 


12 


Curront work of othor invosti- 
gotors, now sourcos of data 


5 


6 


8 


8 


5 


Othor 


12 




5 


10 


12 



SYMPOSIUM AND ADDRESS GMUPS 




PROCEEDINGS GROUPS 



H t 
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*SRCond questionnaire 

Figure The ectivltiee of Froceediege reepondents end the extant to which t h a e a ectivitfee were modified ae a reeult of the interectione surrounding a cont e nt ion preeenaation* 
See Figure 1 for explanation* 



l9tS CONTROl 6MUPS 




Fiff. f . Tlw activitiM of ooitrel raMWimU Mi ii« MtMt to urMcii tlwM activitiM taara aniHiad aa a raaait of toa 
$aa Figiwa 1 for axplanatiaa. 



A|>p«ndtx A 

TIwm quntiOM deal with Iht ProcNdints ptpir Mlitlid; 



wrocMdlnaw Author Qucstlonnalr* 
(prior to Convantlon) 



1. it would likt to fmd out somothini iboul tho tiiMtobh ol tho vuioo* podun which M to Mw wtitini ol yout PiocMdinit piptr. 

a »han (M you start tha weak which lad duactly to that raportad in this ipacific papai? (hwluda pwliwinaiy week M do not inciuda ralatad woik 
dascitbad in anothai wai ot wiittan piasantation.) 

Appiomwatalywhaft? (Monlh/yaai) — _____ — — — — 

b. Whan did this worii laach such a sU|a that you could hava fivan a lathai cowplata laport of tha mam contants ol this papir, a.|.. » infonMl 
prasantation at somathlni lika a dapartiaant colloquiuia? 

Apptcaiinataly whan? (hlonth/yeai)___ — — - — — — 

c. Whan did you start wiitmi the first draft of tha manuscript for the ProcaadinfS paper; 

Approxiiaalety whan? (Month/year)^^ — 

2, a. Did you teiaid your Procaadtngs paper as a raasonablycomplata report of tha work? Yas No 

If NO. dascriba tha type of material you would hava included if you had had more space. — 



b. Have the main contents of the paper appealed in any other form? 

□ Yes Gno 

In written form? DYas GNo 
a book or («rt of a book 

\ "ti^n?c!rrapoit''-i.e. a completa scientific account of the work distributed in a mimeoiraphed or multilithed form 
a "proiress report"— i.e. a summary of the work’s current status 

other (Please specify — — 

In oral form? □ Yes □ No 

3. Did you sand fwpublication copies (or eraprints) of the paper to anyone? 

□ Yas □ No 

tf YES. approximately how many? ^ - 

4. Do you hM specific plans at present for publication of tha main contents of your paper? 

Yes (If yes. answer parts a and b in this question.) 

No (If no, answer parts c and d of this question.) 

(a) If YES, is the ProcaadinfS paper identical to tha version you will submit for publicrtion? Yas No — ^ — _ 

If NO. briefly indicate tha principal diffaranca between tha Procaadlnis paper and tha one you plan to sttmit for prAlication 



(b) If YES: (1) In whM format will the material be published? 

a book Of part of book 

a dissertation or thesis 

- . a technical report . 

a journal article (Please name journal: — ) 

otiwr (Please specify) — , 

(2) Whan did you Of whan do you plan to start wtitini it up for publication: ("Wwywo- 

(3) What is the actual or expected data of submission for publication: — (Month/year). 

(c) If you have no specific plans now. do you expect some future publication in combinrtion with other work? Yas No — _ 

If YES. please describe the natura of the additional work and the form of the publication. Also, if you can make any estimate as to whan sub- 
mission for publication might take place, please inciuda that. 

Additional material to be included in published version 



Likely medium of publication (journal, book, etc.) — 

Tima of submission for publication (approximMa) — — ^ . . . . 

(d) If you have M specific plans n» did tha publication of your paper in the Ptocaadini* hava any affect on your decision not to publish 
immadiatel]^ 

Yas No 

If YES, briefly explain your reasons for not plarminf to publish. 



X iuimi nr* litiMi sMMial work activities in which vou may have been or are involved in the same are a as that of tha work reported in yout convention 
PliSfchSkl^^ SSvT»rt «to n*h»ro of your involvaiiiirTlease exclude work laadini directly to your 



convention prasaiiWion or Procaadinis paper. 



Actl»l«v 



Conductini research 

Taachinf course. 

Suparvismi research (mchidini theses) 

Involvad in clinical or applied work ............... 

Pieparini a piMantation at a regional or national meeting. 

Pra^rHig a manuscript for a journal article 

rTepfiring your own thesis or dissertation. ........... 

Other (Please specNy). 



Pr«vt#u«ly 

In 



Pr«i«ntly 
lnv«tvt^ In 



Pltnninf to Bocomo 
Inv^vW In 



6. What is your highest earned degree? degree 



year earned 



.BA7B.S.. 
,iiAyii.s.- 
_Ph.D.__ 
.other 



7. Please rink all the items below that are included among your professional activities, using the ni*^ 1 for the mort time consuming, 2 for the next 
most time consuming, etc. Write 0 in the blanks of thoae which are ikA kicluM among yout adivities. 

Administrative work (activities such ae arranging mealinfi, handling personnal forme, procuremant, routine reports, ate.) 

Clinical work (therapy, counseling, tasting) 

_____ Consulting or ap^isd work (industrial, human fcetors, ate.) 

_Ressarch (including the reporting of results) 

______ Rseea^ guMnee (of sturlenls, subordinrSes) 

-.Studying for an advanced degree 

_____ Teaching ^ 

Writing and editing, apart from reporting own nsearch 

, ■ Other (Please specify) — — 
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Project on Scientific Information Exchange in Psychology 

American Psychological Association 

J200Sw*i»teeHtkStr**t,N,W. • Wtuhin([ton,O.C* 30036 



D«Mr Coll*ac\w: 

Last yaar the Proceadlnfs ot the APA Annual Convention was pro- 
duced on a trial baais, and a aajor atudy was nade ot its e«ective- 
ness as a publication aedius and as a device for enhancing scientific 
coMRUnication at the convention. The outcoae (which will be reported 
upon in the November, 1966, issue of the Anerican Psychologist) was 
sufficiently prowlsing that a second volume has been produced this 
year by the APA Publications Office. 

A new medium of communication, like the Proceedings, cannot be 
ssii evaluated on a single trial. There are novelty effects, and 
measures obtained on the first issue of a publication may show spu- 
riously high usage. On the other hand, potential xisers may be un- 
aware of the publication or not know how to make effective use of its 
characteristics in obtaining Information. 

For these reasons we are conducting a study of the 1966 Proceed- 
ings and would like your assistance as the author of a paper appear- 
ing within that volxime. We have two specific requests: 

gould you answer the questions on the back of this letter 
concerning the work reported in the paper? We would appre- 
ciate your returning this letter with the questions com- 
pleted at your earliest convenience. 

2. Would you record (on the enclosed form) the names of persons 
who contact you with regard to your Proceedings paper? 

Please try to avoid including those persons who clearly did 
not use the convention program or the published Proceedings 
to initiate this contact (e.g. close friends, persons appear- 
ing on distribution lists, etc.). Please keep this form 
until about six weeks hence when we shall write you again to 
collect it. 

We would appreciate your cooperation since the Information you 
furnish will be of great assistance in determining the ultimate effec- 
tiveness of the Proceedings ss a medium for scientific information ex- 
change. 

Sincerely yours, 

B, c. Griffith 



« 
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Proceedings Author QMtsttonneIre 
^l^oTlowIng Convention) 

1. Did tie miin contents d the paper appear in any formbetereen the time when the Proceedin|$ was published (July. 1966) and the convention? 

Yes No 

» YES. 

In written form ? Yes___— _ No 

a book or part ol a book 

1 “technical ruport"~i.e. a complete, scientific account of the work distributed in a multiiithed or nimeofraphed report 
a “prottess report"— i.e. a summary of the work's current status 

Other (Please specify) 

In an oral form? Yes No 



2. a. Please check below to indicate what occurred at the session in which your paper was scheduled. 

Papers were presented by authors. - . . 

Session was divided into discussion sroops, each group surrounding the author(s) of a single paper. 

Authors gave short summaries of their papers and then questions followed from the floor . 

Other. Please describe — — ^ — 



b. Were there any prcblems created by this method of handling the session? 

Yes No — 

If YES. please describe and make any suggestions that might be helpful in planning fdure sessions. 



3. Did your presentation (and/or discussion) cover material not contained in the Proceedings paper? 
Yes No 

If YES. briefly describe the additionel material: 



4. Please check below to indicate your current activities in the subject-matter area of your paper, then, indicate and desaibe any modifictilon 
(such as use of new techniques) of these activities •• on outcomo of oi*y iotoroctloo with othor convontion ottonoonts. 



a. Check below b. Please describe below any f ^ 

your current activities in modifications in these activities leadii^ to the modification 

area of you paper. resulting from interactions. occu? 







Btfora Convontion 




l^airrAnllu d^mHitePlino 




At Convention 




_____ research in area 




Aftu Convention 








Btfora Convention 




PlaiMiM Ia rnnriiirf 




At Convention 




research in area 




Aftu Convention 








Before Convention 




tmiAtsiMt iM plinirsl M 




At Convention 




applied wuk in uea . . — — 




Aftu Convention 








RufMa CflnvMttfln 




e*AetfrUb lA 




At Convention , . — 




aria .. 




Aftu Convention 








Before Convention 








At Convention 




research in uea 




Aftu Convention 








Before Convention 




PrAAAtiM 9 RMUtlMTfini 




At Convention 




■ f or a journal art ic le.. . 




Aftu Convention 








Before Convention 




pTAMrtlMl MAM1 tfiicUMrlsIiAII 




At Convention 




or thasis* * — ^ — 




Aftu Convention 








Before Convention 








At Convention 






— — 


Aftu Convention 


. , . 



5 Ok! any interactions with others ahoot mr rasMiting froin yaur paper lead to modifications of any Of vou work activities not directly 
related' to the subject matter of you presentation? 

Yes — No 

If YES. briefly describe — — — — - — - — — — 

6 As the result of any discussion relative to you paper duing the convention did you decide to seek some continuing interaction with any of the 
persoru who contacted you, i.e. would you like to establish some continuing relation with any of these persons f« the pupose of exchanging 
scientific infumation? 

Vx No 

If YES, please describe tiv types of infumation that these persons might contribute that would be helpful in you wuk 



DOM'T FORGET TO RETURN THE LIST OF PEOPLE REQUESTING YOUR PAPER 
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Project on Scientific Information Exchange in Psychology 

American Psychological Association 

1200SevtnteenthStr*H,N.W. ■ Wtuhing$on, D. C. 20036 



D«ar CollMfu*: 

This the final phase of the Project’s study of au- 
thors of papers appearing in the 1987 Proceedings . We would 
like to request that you cowplete the several questions on 
the reverse of this letter and return the letter along with 
the for* (for recording the naaes of parsons requesting your 
paper) that was sent you earlier. 

We have not received a completed questionnaire from you 
for the preconvention survey of authors. We have, therefore, 
enclosed a ne*w copy of thle questionnaire In case the origi- 
nal was Misplaced. We would appreciate your completing this 
questionnaire and also returning it at this time. If you 
have recently nailed this questionnaire, please Ignore this 
renlnder. 

Thank you for consideration ox. this request. 

Sincerely, 

•BCGvi-fjtKL- 

B. C, Griffith 











J 

o 




I 



I 



ERIC 



140 



SyKnpotia lnvlt#4 A<Mr«t^ nuthor (iHiitlonnilft 



Thu pwtiwww til m pmMim 10mm Ittw) i ii IHI AI*A 



;,i.Vl« r ", J \l tMuMion tt» liiltPiy d fm mtm >• w»»fc tic>)ft>jyrtl4 
m KuintiliDn PIMM dtck »*• cd«c«y mIm *k». mkom vmt pimmMim « yw im«W m y«t «m iMMrtk. iwt «• m*»m 

Mm at tliieli tM itMueli btpi Mi uMi it iMtMd • $ti|a it tWeh it eoili bi iM«1ii to »ot cpIImimi. 



I TM tM MNtiM fUtaiM to ttN Mttn ot t^v vi< 

tM i mu i M im. PImm clMCk iki caUcty MMt 



CtiKk tM iMOPiotl IMl Milt. 

> NMit ot I liMiiliiy iiMniiid or Ik U dMy thick yen ptMMlIy coMietii or on thick yM coHaMriM titk othiii. 

(i)ihM M thii nuatch M|ii? (kiclidi Mpltilify toik Ml io not coMidt t«k thick yM tpii m i Hfinti !•»» 
tboMiti it d ikictly riMii.) 

AMrMkMliMeiMiitidi- — — —yur. 

(b)WMitMtMrMMrch tthi$|MkiMdiidycoiie«M,thddthMdiditiMcki*tMdth'ekyokeoiklMM|^ 

idiiMl iMort d tM riwtti Md tMk iiiiipritdiM to I poM It eoldiiiM torhlki ifl thi MM iiM d tMMich? 

/VMTMliMddidthichMchiiiMrtcoMMtMi, Mitk yoof* 

.. a (Milt or syrihMii d a ••rU> d dudiM all d thick yoa parsonally cMiirclid or oa all d thick yon cdlaMralad. 

(a) WkM did tM (Miarck m tM •«rl l••t d tM shidiM ia this aariM Med? 



AM(oaiiaitiM|iMd|dala. — _ — tMtk — yaar. 

(b)»hMdidtMrMMrcktorkiatM««»r«M»lycoiMlatiddtMMitMlaaM|d? 

(tochida axplordory tork bd do ad coMidar tork thick yw ragard m a aaparata didy, avan tkoii|k it d diractly raldad.) 

AMroaiiaataM|daiii|dda. — .todk .yaar. 

(0 Whan tas tM raoMrek m tM iMat r«c.at study cotpWad. tMt is. thaa did it (Mch a sta|i at thick you could Mua |ivaa a 
datiilad idortal raport d tM wMlts md thiir dtarpratatioa to a poup d cdlaapias torkin d tM sum km d twiKch? 

Approaimita data d thick luch a raportc«:'‘iM*adi. Mdth _yiK. 



a (Milt or synthasis d a a«sai d studds thick you coaductod ot oa thick you colliboritid oa oaly • mtHm tf atrUs. 

(a) WhSM did tM rtsoKch tork ia tM ••ri lost d your ota studios tithin this sards ba|d? 

Approainata Mtiaoini (dta. tooth yaar. 

(b) Khio did tM rasiKCh tork d tM iMtt racout d your studios bt|in? (ktckxd asploratory tork bd do ad coasidK tork 
thich you r#|Kd as a MpKdt study, avao tkoupi H is diractly ralatid.) 

Approaitda baidaini data. tooth ^yiK. 

(c) Whaa tas tM tasaarch in this aiatt raccut study cotpdtad, tMt is, thio did it ruch a staga at which you could hivi givan 
a ddaidd idortal raport d tM rasults and tMir indrpratatioa to a poup d coHaaguas in tM same km d rasiKch? 

Approaiido data at which such a raport could Mtada. — — _ raooth , yoK. 



a rMdt or synthasis d a swias d studds in which you did nat p«rtlci|Mit« as an activa risiKChK. 



OthK. Pdasi dascriM tM contants d youc pasantatibn btitfly. 




hnm m*m m tm Iiioli *ti<» am tm awa*#< m p«iwwnn ) 



im. «• 

ivij, 

k midm l«ii’ Vn ••• 



(KMiv'jIMr) 



» Nflk «t urt •( I l**k - . * - • * - * * - ^ • * * - -■■ * 

. a itaaartatiaa « amt* * . * . * . * .^. * . . . * * ■> 

. a **(»*•••» ••••rt’* *“ t •-• •mnaiy o(ftawaik*» taninliUta** * . - . 
‘ aMt (Ptaai* spacrfy) 



laeialfeiii? Vaa. 



Na. 



Afpttttiiaalaly wlia*? 
(MoaOb^i/aat) 



a a< th* APA aaaual i**ti*|» * * * 

apaaaiatia Piyeimaiaic See «i<)f maaliai* * ■■ - 

a pa*at I>vm •( * « *<**• cowaMton. ....... 

a pa^at |iva* at ethit aatiaaal coavaaltaM 



at a* imMt m Ik m c t . 

at a toliopiM witkia jiow aavloymi oi|*flizati« .... 

at a cailatiuiM a«lsi 4 * yaw imtitHt loa 

at a ttwii* f onwHttaa maatmi .......... 

otka. (Ptaaaa spacity) 



3 Do you hava spacrtic plaa* at pftiaiil tor publication ot th* wain co.*,Wta c* your priianlation? 

Yat (It YES, awwar part a. in tbi* quaition.) 

No .(tf NO. aaowar part b. ot (his quailion.) 

a. It YES*. ( 1 ) In what tonaat will watariai ba pablishaii? 

a booh or part of booh. 

a dissartation or thaiis. 

*__«_a taehaical raport 

aiownalarticia (Plaaaa nawa lournal* - 

othar (Plaaia spacily) — -~— 

( 2 ) Nhan did you or whan do you plan to start writiif it up for publication; — (f*ordh/yaar). 

( 3 ) Khat is tha actual or aspaclad data ot submission for prdilication* (Mordh/yaar), 

b. It you hava no spacific plan* now, do you axpact soma futura publication in coibination with othar work? 

Yas Ho 

If YES. plaas* daicriba tha natura of tha additional work and tha fori of tha publication. Also, if you can maha any astiiatt as to whan submis- 
sion for publication mi|ht taka placa, pk'tsa includa that. 

Additional matarial to ba includad in publishid varsion — — ~ 




Likaly madium ot publication (journal, book, ate.) 
Tima ot submission for publication (appronimato). 



4 t PtMM ttiKk Uiy fli tl» fOllOiflU IClWltitl 'B «*lCh jfOU NWi ptWtfltHly pMU« tM KH »* )WI pUMlWIiW 

C«iaijciid»rMM»itii iBMi 

MMI Otil p»w*MMi0« III mH «t I »*5«>nil on nilionii coiwifltioB 

PiAiitMd • lOWMi •ittcl# m ifM 

04 ihMiio»4t»»«UtiOfl mjBM 

lliW «t»if typ* o» iwt- Plow doKitbt . , — — — - 



b PIwo thock biioi to iNdiCito yout ciUMt Kli»it>w in thi sublet mtttf mm of your suwflfilion it APA, ihw. indicito ind dtsenb* *ny 
Mdrficstion tioch *$ um vf now tochniquwt of thw Ktii*ili« «t •« •«♦€•»• •( tny with •fbtr 

b PtMM dtktib* bflow any 
owdificilions in thiM acliyit'W 
towrtinf Um intofictioM 



a CfNckbtlow 
yotf ctiwanl Ktivitin in 
afiaofyogr jaaianfitjon. 



c Whtfl did tha uitMaction 
iiadinf (othaMdiiiCition 
occur? Ch*ck 



CurtmUyconductini 

^ ttMUChinim * 



Before Corwenfiorv . 
At Convention 
Attar Convention , 



Plirwini to conduct 
. taMircn m area 



Bafora Convention. 
At Convention , 
AUer Convention . 



Involved in clinical or 
. applied viotiun area 



Bafora Convention. 
At Convention . 
Altar Convention . 









BtfotQ Co(M(ttion 




At Convention 




TtKhini rowse — 

— mn — - 







After Converdion — 










Before Convention 










At Convention 




uiieu.ng»*«,i.,.>.... After Minn , 



Preparing a manusctipl 
. rot a joutiwl articie 



Before Convention. 
At Convention . 
Attar Convention . 



Prepaiinf own dissdtation.. 
. orthesis,. 



Before Convention. 
At Convention . 
After Convention . 



Oft/er, (Please specify) 



Before Convention. 
At Convention - 
After Convention . 



5, P“t any interactions with others •keut *r raaul*fr »9 fr»m yaur praaantatian lead to modifications of any of your work activities not 
dtrictly related to the subject matter of your presentation? 



Yes. 



.No 



If YES. briefly describe 
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er|c i 




$ At tin tw»» it mi <iicw»nii t< y«» »N> caiwwwtiw <i< w <> *— > t«iti<iii>i irtiwdtw w^mt^ 

H» pMwt iktt ceMtrttd p», 8 1 twill iw liln It wlablith mm ctMitwti itWIii «ilA mt i tti*M ptntut fit it ptpm if mcImimi 
K iMlillC MoiMilW? 

ytt,^^ M 

K Yri piMM dMCttlw tin lyptt of ultotMilOH m Him ptnom itt|M lotliiMt M wotU bt MIpftt m ym w«li — 



7 PltMC futfliM the n»MS mi MilHfiddimts of t» 3 m'* ^ ^wolt you itqiMlMi oep«M of yew praMiilitiee. If mn ceMUMil. 

you My encloM Iheiit leeuetls a!oo| with your questiwmeife. 

name mailing ADORESS 



8 Ptease iwm your hiihest detree. HV>titulion awaidinc it. data, and specialty In wtuch you received this daitae. 

OefTN^ Institution^ — Dali — 

Specialty iKsm discipline if outside of piycholoty I — 



9 Ptease rank all of the ittaa below th^* are included aaioni your professional xtivitics, utWi the nmabtr 1 tor the awit tiM consuMini, 2 tor the 
next awst ttne consuarinf. etc. Write 0 in the blanks of those which ate not included aiaong your activities 

AdRinistiative work (Ktivities such as airaniinc Mtetinis. handlinc personnel fores, procureMnf, rr>uline reports, etc.) 

Clinical work (therapy, counsatini, tsstini) 

ConsuRini or applied work (indusbial, huMn iKtors, etc.) 

Research guidance (of students, suberdinates) 

Research (including the reporting of results) 

Studying tor an advanced degree 

Teaching 

Writing and editing, apart troei reporting own research 

Other (PlMie specify) 



10. Having (ust attended the APA Convention in New York City, did you encouiikf any scientific communication ptobleiw which you believe sons 
ettort should be made to correct before the next APA Convention? 

Yes No ... 

If YES, please describe and aske any suggestions you feel might be helpful in planning fidure meetings — 



♦ 
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Mo(#ro<««4tn9t Author ^Mtloiwiatro 



TtOM qiMliOM 4 mI witl your coiMMiMion pipit littilM' 



1 Wl WMW llil to ll«< oil looming ibOMl fhl ilinllbh of thi VWIOW ptKISMt Kfucl M to III KrtltM*! of JOMf pipir 
• ffiwt did you Jtitt Ihi wotfc iditch lid dilctly to thit ipKiftc pipit’ (ktciMdi pnlmnmy wotk W dowl lOcWi ulilid woikdiieiilid m 
tnotklt Mil Ot tMltlM ptiMolition ) 

ApptQKMMlily utkifl’ (Moolli'yilt) — — ^ — 

6 Hm thi wotk bm coopiitid’ Yw — tio 

c If YES. wtiw dtd d ti»th iMch I $U|i tint yo« comW mvi |ivw i iithit coopWe <iport of tin *«o cotiiiftti of tki* popoi., • i . » infotuil 
pttsmtiiioi « soMliMi liki a dipaitMnt coHoquium’ 

AppWMiiilily wfnti’ (hoMk/yiit) — — 



2 HMI tkl tN« CMtlOtS of tin pipit l(iptM«d m Kty Olhct tgiw’ 

Ym. Ho 

If YES. 

Iftwittiii fan ’ Ym Ho 

a book a pat of I book 

A ll I I aI lAA tt* tiNftftiS 

' *licMicai fipol"~i 0. a co(*piite. scimtiiic account of tin wak dtsbtbulid m a MtMoripHid a aultilitlnd faa* 

I “aof MS tepat" ->i e a sanary of tin wak's cwiMt status 

aha (Pliaii spicify^ ) — — - — — 

In aal fan’ Yes ..Ho — . 

3 Oo you haul specific plans at aisirt fa pubiicalion a the mam cwtints a yow pipa’ 

Ym -Ilf Yjl» answa pat a in this quMtion ) 

No ttf Ho, s, swa pat b. a this quMtion ) 

a If YES: (1) In what fa*« will mataial be published’ 

a book a pat a book. 

a dissatation a thesis 

a tahnical leoat 

a joanaiaticie iPleasenaiee jounal — > 

aha (PleMe specify) — — — 

fZj When da you a when do you plan to a»t wt itini it up fa patlicafion: — — (Month yia) 

(3) What IS the actual a expatid dale a suoiuission la publicainn* — — — — (Madh yia) 

b It you have no specific plans now l ij you expect some taae publicMion in combination with amt wak’ 

Yes^ No — 

If YES. please describe the natae a the additional wak and the lam a the publicMion. Also, if you can etake any estimfi M to when sidmis* 
Sion tor publication mi|hl take piKe. please include that 

Additii: ji anterial to bo included in published version 



Likely nndiun a publicMion Ooumal. book, etc> — 

Time a submission (a publication (approximate) — — 

4. a. Please check jny a the followini activities in which you have previously taken part in the same subject mattw m your conveaion paper. 

— — Conducted reseach in aea 

Made aal presentation In area at a refional or a national convention 

Published a journal article in ana 

Old thMis a dissertation in area 

Made other type of report. Please describe. — 

b. Please check below to indicate your current activitiM in the subject-matter area of your paper at APA, thw. indicMe and describe any modifica- 
tion (such Muse of new lechniquM) of these activities •» «n •utewmw •! wny InterwetUn with wther cwnv*ntt*n •ttendant*. 



a. Check below 
yoa carent activities in 
area ot yoa pape^ 


b. Please describe below any 
moditicarions m these activities 
resulting Irom interactions. 


c. When did the interaction 
leading to the modification 
occa? dwell 


Currently condating 
research in area . 




Befae Convention 
AfCrmreotion 




Afler Convention 


Piannmg to cooduct 

f«e«thinafOA 




Befae Convention 

At Convention 




After Convention 



(See other side) 
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4 b. 



kfi ihlsWiiflil M 








At Convention 




- - applied work in area . < 


-^,p— , 


ANer Convention 








Bafore Convention - — 




TmtIiMM ii^i 




At Convention 




- ■ Mli. — — 




After Convanlian 








Before Convention 




HimMIiAM MW dUdMMirUl€lM 




At Convention 




reeeerchinarea..... 





Altar Convention 








Bafore Conventioo 




1 ifti 




At Convantioit 




. . far a journal article .. _ — 




After Convention 








Before Convention 




SWMnMiiMM MMM WttdkJUrlftllMI 




At Convantion 




- ar Hmtis . . — . — — 




Altar Convantion — _ 








Before Convention 








At Convention 








After Convention — 





5 0«l loy inttfKtioi# wrth othni akawt w r*<«iittiit Ir^w y«*r ptpti k*d to •odifit^ioM of iny c# yo** »wtii not duictlf 

to tho subjict Mottor of your prtionution? 



Yoi Ho- 

lt YES, btwfly dtsctiliu 



$ As tht roiult of my discussion rtlatm to your pipsr durmi the convention did you deci^ to s^ s<me continuini interiction with ^ the 
persons who conttcted you. i.e. would you lihe to establish some continuini relation with my of these persons for the purpose of exchirnini 
scientific tnforiK *ion^ 



Yes No 

If YES. please describe the types of inforieation that these persons isi|rt contribute that would be helpful in your work. 



7 Please furnish the names and iMlIini addresses of up 3 pertunt who wrote you reriuestini copies of your paper. If more convenient, you 
miy enclose their rertuests along with your questionnaire. 

mam£ mailing address 



I. Having just attended the APA Convention in New York City, did you encounter my scientific cominunication problems which you believe some effort 
shMH bemade to correct btfore the next APA Convention? 

Yes No 

N YES, please describe and make my suggestions you feel might be helpful in planning future meetings. — 



1 Please name your highest deree, institution awarding it, date, and specially in whivh you received this degree. 

DegtH——— Institution — — — - — — — — 

Specialty (Name discipline if outside of psychology,) — 

10 Please rank all of the items below that are included among your professional activities, using the number 1 lor the most time consuming, 2 for the 
next most time consuming, etc. Write 0 in the bimks of those which are not included among your activities. 

Administrative work (activities such as arranging meetings, handling personnel forms, procurement, routine reports, etc.) 

Clinical work (theraw. counseling, testing) 

— _ Consulting or applieid work (industrial, humm factors, etc.) 

Resmrch guidance (of students, subordinetes) 

Research (including the reporting of results) 

Studying lor an advanced degree 

- Temhing 

_ Writing and editing, apart from reporting own research 

Other (Please specify) — — — — 



Mqucttor QM«ttlonnalr« 

1 Rtm MM yow liiihMt depM, mstitution awatdmi it. datt. and spaciaHy in which you ractivad this dafaa. 

Dnfaa.^ Institution — — 

Specialty (Hama disciptma if outside of psycholofy ) — — 



2 Please tank all the items below that aie included amonf your professional activities, usini the number I lor the most tiM comuminc. 2 for the 
nest most time consummi. etc. iiite 0 m the blanks of those which are not included amoni your activities. 

Admimstrative work (activities such as arran|in| meetinfs, handlini personnel forms, procurement, routine reports, etc.) 

Clinical work (therapy, counselini. testini) 

Consuttini or apptied work (industrial, human fKtors. etc.) 

Research luidancc (of students, sidwrdinates) 

Research (inctudini the reportmf of results) 

Studyinc for an advanced defree 

Teachiin 

Vhitini mxl editinf, apart from reporting own research 

Other (Please specify) ^ — — — 

The remaining questions relate to your inquiry to an author about his convention presentation or his Proceedings paper (title and author(s)are given 
below). 



3. To which of your work activities is this particular paper relevant^ 



4 In your inquiry to the author did you request a copy of this particular paper’ 

Yes No 

If YES. when did you make your inquiry’ 

Prio; to convention 

At convention 

Following convention 

If YES. check below to indicate the results of making this request; 

Have not received a copy of the article or any other report of the work fiom the author. 

Have received a report of the research but have not had time to refer to it. 

Have both received and used a report of this research. 



5. Have you had or do you plan other interactions with the author instead of or in addition to requesting a report of the contents of this particular 
presentation or Proceedings paper’ 

Yes No 

tf YES. check the purpose of such contacts with the author whether they have already occurred or are. at this time, only planned. 

Occurred Planned 



Clarification on some point in the reported research - 

Request information not in report • • 

Acquaint him with your work in area ........... 

Acquaint him with others' work m area 

(truest reports of his future work 

Obtain reaction to your own work 

Other (Please describe) ■ — • • 



6. *hat types of contacts have you had with the authors and the contents of his paper? ( Check all that apply .) 
Correspondence prior to convention. 

Attended convention session at which paper was presented or discussed. 

_____ Questioned author from floor of paper session. 

Met with author at end of the paper session. 

_______ Met with author on another occasion at convention. 

. Correspondence following the convention. 

Cither contact (Please describe) — — — 



(See other side) 
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I kt you Of have you pfeviousiy been, active in the same ataa of wcik dascnbad in the ptesantition oi captf’ 

Yes ^^No 

If YES. place checks to indicate the natuie of yout wevious and ot cutient Ktivity m same area. 

PravUus ActivitS** 

Pieviously conducted teseatch in area 

______ Previously made otal ptesentation m area at a tegional of a national convention 

Pieviously TUblished a jownal aiticie m area 

Old thesis of disseitation m aiea 

Made other type ot lepoit Please describe- — 

Currant Aetivit!** 

Presently conducting research in ana . * * ‘ * 

Planning to conduct research in ares. ... 

Involved m chnical ot applied vioik in area — 

Teaching course marea. — ....................... 

Directing or supervising research in atea 

Preparing manuscript for publication * • 

Preparing youi own dissertation or thesis . . ........ 

Other r Please specify) — — 

8 As a result of your contacts with this paper and or its authoi(S)do you plan to modify either your present or future work m the area of the paper’ 

If YES. please describe the natuie of the more important of such modifications and the activities which will be affected. (Please use the nunters 1 
through 8 m the boxes m the previous Question to identify the affected activity ) 

Activity « -- Nature ot modification, — — — — ~ 

ll *0 » AiOVA* 




Modification resulted from: 



Hearing discussion 
Reading copy of paper 
Other communication with author 



Activity * Natuie of modification 

^ ft ro • Atoiyef 



Modificalion resulted from: Hearing discussion 

Reading copy of paper 

Other communication with author 



9 Old this paper or your contacts with its author(s) cause you to modify your work in an area lying outside the principal subject matter of the paper? 
Yg5 No 

If YES. check the work activity m which the modification occurred. Briefly describe the modificafionfs). 



CtJiently conducting research • - □ 

Planning to conduct research - • D 

Involved m clinical or applied work ■ • LD 

Teaching course ....... * . - D 

Directing research ... • - □ 

Other t Please specify) — - • • * U 



10 As the result of your contaa: with the authoifs) and this work did you decide to seek s™? ' 

to establish some type of “colleague" relation to the authoits) for the purpose of information exchange’ 

Yes No 



II YES. what types of information would you anticrpate receiving through such continuing contact’. 



(See other side) 



Atttndant (tuastionniti** 
DJscusslon Sasston 

1 Please nane your hifhest defree, institution awaidiiit it, date, and specialty in tatiich you racttyed tKis degne. 

Degree Institution Date — 

Specially (Name discipline if outside of psychology.) 



2. Please rank all of the items beloN that are included among your professional activities, usinis the nmaber 1 for the most time consuming, 2 for the 
nent most time consuming,, etc. Write 0 in the blanks of those which are not included among your activities. 

Administrative work (Ktivities such as arranging meetings, handling personnel forms, procurement, routine reports, etc.) 

.1 Clinical work (therapy, counseling, testing) 

........ ConsuHiiv 01 applied work (industrial, human factors, etc.) 

- Research (including the reporting Of results) 

Research guidance (of students, subordinates) 

Studying for an advanced degree 

.. Teaching 

— Writing and editing, npait from reporting own research 

Other (Please specify) — 



The following rprestions relate to the paper discussion (described or. the slip attached to the top of this sheet) which you attended at the mcent APA 
convention. Please answer the following questions relative only to this paper and rts discussion. 



3. Have you read a written version of the paper? 
Yes No 

If YES. please check when. 

Prior to convention session; — 

After convention session: 



4. Place checks to describe your contacts with the authorfs) of the paper. 

Typ* of CMtect In eddltiM to eHmdMC* •( the diicvi«l«ii of pnp*' wai: 

Correspondence prior to convention 

(Question during discussion 

Discussion with author on another occasion at convention 

Correspondence following the convention 

_____ Other contact (Please describe). 



Purpost •( cMtact with evtbar was ta: 

Clarify some point in the reported research 

Request information not in report 

L.^ Acquaint him with your work in area 

Acquaint him with others' work in area 

Request a copy of the paper 

Request reports of his future work 

. Obtain reaction to your own work 
Other (Please describe) 



5. Are you, or have you previously been, active in the same area of work described in the paper? 

Yes No 

If YES, place checks to indicate the nature of your previous and/or current activity in same area. 

Pr«vi«u» Activiti«» 

— Conducted research in area 

Made oral presentation in area at a regional or a national convention 

Published a journal article in area 

Did thesisor dissertation in area 

Made other type of report. Please describe: — — 

Current Aetivitiws ■ 

Presently conducting research in area. * • • * 

Planning to conduct research in area • • • - 

Involved in clinical or applied work in area • . . .m — 

Teaching course in area • • -j— — 

Directing or supervising research in area — 

Prep?ring manuscript for publication • - 

Preparing yout own dissertation or thesis. - 

Other (Please specify) ■ , — i — .... ,, ,, . — — — — ‘ • • ■■■ 

(Sie other side) 
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€. A$ a ittult o( tha discussion oJ the paper, ttading a copy ot the pepei, or other coweiunication (rois the authoi(s) relative to the presentation, do you 
plan to reoddy either your present or futue work in the area of the paper? 

Yes Ko 

If YES, pl ew describe the nature of the eiote impoitant of such modificatim and the activities which will he affected. (Please use the nueters 1 
throu|h I in the bones in the previous imestion to identify the affected activity.) 

Activity I Nature of modification — 

* U -r# • At*¥tl — > ' — — — 



Modification resulted from; Hearing discussion 

Reading cow o* P*P« 

Other coeimunicetion with author 



Activity » Nature of modification 

It rm « At«Y>cl 



Modification resulted from: Hearing discussion 

Readingcflw of paper 

other corrmunicatioo with author 

7. Did this paper or your contacts with its author(s) cause you to modify your work in an area lying outside the prki'.ipel subject matter of the paper? 

Yes No 

If YES, check the work activity in which the modification occurred. Briefly describe the modificatioids). 

Currently conducting research □ 

Planning to conduct research □ — ^ 

Involved in clinical or applied work — □ 

Teachii^ course. □ — — 

Directing research □ 

Other (Please specify) □ — 

g. As the result of your contacts with the authorfs) and this work did you decide to seek some continuirrg contact with him (them). i.e. would you like to 
establi^ some type of ‘'colleague" relation to the aidhorfs) for the purpose of information exchange? 

Yes No — 

If YES, what types of information woukl you anticipate receiving through such continuing contact? — — — 



9. Having just attended the APA Convention in Mew York City, did you encounter any scientific communication problems which you believe some 
effort should be made to correct before the next APA Convention? 

Yes No - 

If YES. please describe and make any suggestions you feel might be helpful in planning figure meetings ^ 



One object of the present study is to establish some comparisoi» between the first meetings studied by the Project (1962) and t s meeting. Please 
consider the convention as a whote in answering the final question. 

10, Did you receive scientific information during the convention that will have an especially sipiificant effect on any of your work activities? 

Yes____ No 

If YES, please answer the sections below. 

a. Please check the event(s) at which you obtained such information (check as many blanks as appropriate). 

EVENTS ON CONVENTION PROGRAM 

Contributed paper session 

Symposium 

“Conversation Hour" 

- Invited or presidential address 

Film session 

Ap^iiatus or book exhibit 

_____ Othe t pt'^iamed event. Please describe. — “ 

INFORMAL DISCUSSION AT CONVENTION 

b. Please name the work activity affected bv the Information — ' 

c. Please describe the nature of the effects of this information on your work 





($M other sidel 
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Attendant Queattonnalre 
Paper Session 

I Please name your hignest degree, institution awarding it, date and specialty in which you received this degree. 

Degree Institution , * — ^ — = — — D*te 

Specialty (Name discipline if oulside of psychology.) — 



2. Please rank all of the items below that are included among your professional activities, usln» the number 1 for the most time consumini, 2 for the 
neat most tune conjuramg. etc. Write 0 in the blanks of those which ate not included amon , your activities. 

Adinimstiative work (activities such as arranging meetings, handling personnel forms, procurement, routine reports, etc.) 

Clinical work (therapy, counseling, testing) 

ConsultiW! or applied WMk (indusltial, human factors, etc.) 

^Research (including the lepoifing of results) 

Research guidance (of students. si‘boidinites) 

fiiudving for in advanced degree 
Teaching 

Writing and ediling. apart from reporttng own research 

Of far (Please specify) .. ■ — . — _ 



its letter code and answer alt questions for as many presentations as appropriate 



3a Which presentations did you hear in this session^ 

a - b ,c .. .... . e 

3b> Have you read wntten versions of any of these papers? 

YfS No 

It y^s , pieaoe check*hose which you lead either before or after the convention session 

Prior to tonvenliort sessions a. b .c . . „ — ~ >d. • 

After convention session a b t , d— — . e— — . 



Have you contacted or plan to contact any ol the authors relative to their presentations? 

YfS Nl6 

If YES, place checks to indicate when you approached or plan to approKh the authors at the presentations and the purpose ot ^ contKtt 
»t CMtact with •athw we* te; 

Clarify some poin t in the reporte d research. . . ................ . . . . 

Requ^t intormat i Qo no t'm report .. . . ........... j..... . . . ..... . .. . . j_. ^ 

Acqua.nl hun With your work in are a .... ... . . . . . ...... . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . 

Acquaint hiirwith"bth^' w oUk m atea . . ........ . . . . 

Request a copy ot^he piper .......... ~ 



Req uest reports ot his tuture w ork 
Obtain teadioo to your (mm work. 
OtiieTi Please descnbe) . 



Type ef eeetett we*; 

Coirespondence prior to convention 



(kiestion Irom tioot ot session 
Ciscussion With author at eirt q( session 



Correspondence toilowjnt the convention 



Other contKt (Please describe) 



5 Are you. or have you ever been. Ktive in the same area ot work described in ttre presentation? 
Yes.., No , — 

It YES. place checks to indicate the noture ot your previous and/or current activity in same aree. 



ActSvltllt» „ - 


a 


b 


c 


i 


a 


f 


Previously conducted research in area, ................................ . • . .....a* •: m*.;. 














Pievioiisiy made oral preswiation m area at a regional or a national con^tiors ............... . . . . . . . . . 














Previously published a louinal article in atea. “ * • * 














bid thesis or dissertalion m area * 















tbrie other tvoe of tenort iPieiSI describe t __ ■_ * ' 
















a 


U- 


1- 


-Xj 


t 


f 


Prt$«M>y conductint teMatch in ii«a . ^ ^ 


% 


• 


17 


19 


99 


41 


Ptiiwifit to conduct fwaaidi ^ana. .. .. . ^ ^ 


M 


TW 


19 


If 


94 


49 


lavoivad m ctiniical or aM)*»id arotk in area * 


9 


%i 


If 


17 


99 


49 




« 


v& 


9V 


19 


99 


44 


Oifedinf Of saoiwiSMii ttaiafch m aru . ..... . 


'1 


19 


91 


99 


• 7 


49 


PftDiiini for oublication. ................. ^ r * , * a a > 


m ' 




99 


9f 


99 


#9 


pfeogfint vouf imYi dissiftation or thasi^ ^ . ... ..... . . a . . . * * * * a a a a a a ^ 


7 


T9 


99 


91 


99 


47 




• 


19 


94 


99 


49 


49 
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6 As 3 result of heatir.; the presentation, reatling a copy ot any of the pressntatlons, or other coiiwunication with the authors relative to their ptesen‘a' 
tion, (jo you plan to modify either your present or future work In the same area as these papers? 

Yes No, 

If YES, please describe the nature of the more important of such modifications and the activities which will be affected. (Please use the numbers 1 
thtcHigh 4S m the boxes in the previous rjuestion to identify the affected ac»iyity and the presentation.) 

Activity « Nature of modification — — 

<l«6 41 *•««(« 



Activity v 



Modification resulted from 
Nature of modification „ 



.Hearing presentation 

_ Reading copy of presentation or Proceedings paper 
.Other communication with author 



*i HOI 4* AtvYir* 



Activity a 



*1 -Iryt 4t 4tVf*t.Y 



Modification resulted from; , 
.Nature of nwdificafion „ 



Heating presentation 

Reading coi 9 of presentation or Proceedings paper 
'Other communication with author 



Modification resulted from 



.Heating presentation 

Reading cbpy of presentatioh or Proceedings peps: 
Other communication with author 



7 Old any of twsc papeis or your contKts with their authors cause you to modify your work m an area lying outside the principal subject matter of the 
particular paperrsii* 

Yes No 

If YES. check the work activity m which the modification occurred Briefly describe the iwdificationts) and 

Currently conducting researcn <■ ■> j_j — 

Plannini to conduct reselich. . . . <. . .. .■ » . ^ — 

Involved rn clmrcil or applied work ................. L J — 

Teaching couise. — 

Oiiictmg research. . .. .. ..... . . . . •• . . .... . . - ..... _ ^ ^ — 

Other (Please specify) - ... . , . U ... — — — “ 



As the result ot your con'acts with these authors and this work did you deckJa to s^ some continuing cytsc t yj» any of tham, i.a. wo«a you Irka 
to establish some type of "coileigue'* relation to one or more of the authors for the purpose ot information excharrga? 



Yes 



No 



Khich paper did he author’ 

a .b „c __ 



if YES. What types ot infamation would you anticipate receiving through such continuing contact? . 



8 Having lust attended the APA Convention in New York Gity, did you encounter any scientific communication problems which you beiiev* some 
effort should be made to cortecl before the next APA Convention? 

Yes^ No — 

It YES. please describe and make any suggestions you feel might be helptul in plarwing fufure meetings. 



One object ot the present study is to establish some comparisons between the fust meetings studied by the Project (1862) and this meefini. 
Please consider the convention as a whole in answering the tinai question. 

9, Old you receive scientific intormation during the convention that will have an esptciaily signiticanf effKt on any of your work acthritiei? 
Ya$_ No. 

If YES, please answer the sactions below. 

a Please check the eventrs) at which you obtained such .nformaiion (ChKk as many blanks as appropriate.) 

EVENTS ON CONVENTION PROGRAM 



.Contributed paper Mssion 
. Symposium 
. 'Xonversatlon hour 
. Invited ot oresldential address 



Film session 

Apparatus or book exhibit 

Other ptoramed event Please describe. 



.INFORMAL DISCUSSION AT CONVENTION 



b. Pleise name the work eclivify eIfKted by the informition. 

c. Pleise describe the neture ot the effects of this informition on yout work. 



(See other side) 
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APPENDIX I 

DATA FROM THE STUDY OF THE 1967 APA CONVENTION PROCEEDINGS 



In 1967, a partial replication of the 1966 APA convention study was carried out. The new 
study dealt only with those events that were based directly upon the published Proceeding. 
The new findings were of interest In several respects; to take the most Important eitampl^ 
fewer 1967 than 1966 Proceedings Audiors planned further written disseminations of their woi* 
following pubUcation in die Proceedings. The new results were generally rather dote repUw- 
tion of the earUer findings and an additional report did not seem warranted. The tables which 
follow present the data obtained In die replication. The 1967 data have been placed in Ikbles I, 
II, III, IV, VI, VII, VUI, IX, X, XII, and XIII, numbered according to the equivalent table in die 
body of the report. They are presented in numerical order on the pages that follow. 

The distribution of copies of the Proceedings was better in 1967 than in 1966, especially 
prior to the conve.itlon. Sales were as follows: 

3553 Prior to convention 
(Not all delivered in 
advance of the time 
of the convention) 

180 At convention 
1377 Following convention 
(Throujdi Spring, 1968) 

The extent and timing of this distribution still falls short of that achieved in the original 1965 
trial (See APA-PSIEP Report #16). 









TABLE I 

SAMPLES USED AND RESPONSE TO SURVEYS OF AUTHORS.. ATTENDANTS, AND REQUESTORS 

1967 Proc«*dingi 



UiabU 

QucstionnalrM Unuiobl# UnabI* to Qu«ftionoair«$ Roipom# to 

Survoy Mai lad Qua»tionnaira$ Locata Ratumad Survayi 



AutbsOt. 

1st quasttonnaira 
(ba^ora convantiort) 


189 


2 


1 


153 


81% 


2rd quastionnoira 
(erftar convantlon) 


189 


1 


1 


150 


79% 


Raquastor form 


189 


3 




134 


71% 


Raquastors 


345 


7 


6 


273 


79% 


Attandants 


501 


29 


21 


344 


69% 


Ragulor 


418 


24 


12 


291 


70% 


Discussion 


83 


5 


9 


53 


64% 


immadiata Raodar 


541 


52 




206 


38% 


Amarican 


507 


50 


— 


191 


38% 


Canadian 


34 


2 




15 


44% 



TABLE It 

HIGHEST ACADEMIC DEGREES OF RESPONDENTS 
1967 Procaadingt 









Attandants 


Daqraa 


Authors 

N-153 


Raquastors 

N-273 


Discussion 

N-53 


Regular 

N-291 


Doctoral 


72% 


67% 


68% 


62% 


Nondoctoral 


17 


27 


32 


37 
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TABLE III 

RESPONDENTS HIGHEST DEGREE SPECIALTIES 
1967 Proc««dinss 



Activity 


Requestors 

N-273 


Attendants 

Discuuion 

N-53 


Regular 

N-291 


In Psychology: 








Applitd Psychology 


1% 




1% 


Clinical 


19 


66% 


8 


Cocnsoling and Guidance 


3 


6 


4 


Developmental 


9 


— 


7 


Educational 


3 




4 


Experimental and Physiological 


24 


4 


34 


Industrial 


3 


— 


3 


Personality 


9 


— 


2 


Social and Psycholinguistics 


5 


2 


2 


Statistics and Psychometrics 


1 


— 


<1 


Vocational and Correctional 


4 


2 


<1 


Outside Psychology: 








Education 


2 


— 


4 


Neurology 


— 




1 


Political Science 


... 


2 


1 


Psychiatry 


<1 


— 


— 


Social Work 


1 


2 


1 
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TABLE IV 



percentage of respondents ranking activities first or 

SECONDI IN TERMS OF TIME CONSUMPTION 
1 967 ProcMidtngs 



Activity 


Authors 

N-153 


Requestors 

Nh273 


Attendants 

Discuuion 

Nh53 


Regular 

Nh291 


Administrative work 


15% 


14% 


19% 


17% 


Clinical work 


15 


19 


59 


13 


Consulting or opplied work 


4 


8 


4 


8 


Research 


69 


64 


43 


66 


Research guidance 


20 


21 


11 


25 


Studying for .advanced degree 


13 


20 


17 


20 


Teaching 


35 


38 


30 


36 


Writing and editing 


3 


5 


2 


5 


Other 


1 


2 


6 


2 



TABLE VI 

DISSEMINATION OF MAIN CONTENTS OF 
CONVENTION PRESENTATIONS PRIOR 
TO CONVENTION 

1967 Proceeding! 



Form 


Authors 

N-153 


Written 


Book or port of book 


1% 


Dissertation or thesis 


'5 


Technical report 


11 


Progress report 


5 


Other** 


5 


One or more written forms 


35 


Oral 'ij 


One or more oral forms 


15 


Either Oral or Written 


41 



**Mo«t frequently, these were journal articles. 









TABLE VII 

SPECIFIC PLANS FOR WRIHEN DISSEMINATION 
AFTER CONVENTION 

1967 ProcM«ling» 

Ptcw tqfl> of Authoft 
Rtporting Plon^d Writt«n Fofmt 



Fonn TST3J 

Book or port of o book 3% 

DisMrtation or thoiis 4 

T«chni'*al roport 5 

Journal orticl* 52 

Othor 1 

One or more written forms 58 



TABLE VIII 

TYPES AND PURPOSES OF REQUESTORS' INTERACTIONS WITH AUTHORS IN 
ADDITION TO REQUESTING A COPY OF THE PAPER 

1 967 Proceedings 



Interactions with Authors 


Occurred 


Requestors 

N-273 


Planned 


Purpose of Contact: 








Clarification of some point in reported work 


4% 




2% 


Request information not in report 


5 




6 


Acquaint him with own work 


5 




5 


Acquaint him with other's work 


1 




1 


Request reports of hit future work 


7 




12 


Obtain reaction to own work 


1 




6 


Other contact 


3 




2 


Type of Contact: 








Correspondence prior to convention 




14% 




Attended convention seuion at which paper wot presented 


or discussed 


12 




Questioned author from floor of paper session 




1 




AAet with author at end of paper session 




6 




Met witfi author on another occasion at convention 




5 




Correspondence following convention 




37 




Other contact 




9 










1 
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TABLE iX 

AHENDANTS* READING OF CONVENTION PRESENTATION 

1 967 FVocvrdingt 



*Nbt appropriate to procoduros followod in theee seniont. 






1 




Tim* of Rooding 


Percentage of Attendonts 
Reading at Least One Ptesentotion 
in Session Attended 
Discussion Regulor 

N-53 N-291 


trior to convontion 


28% 


26% 


After convention 


34 


21 


Total oersons reodina either before or after 


62 


39 


TABLE X 


AHENDANTS' CONTACTS WITH AUTHORS GOING BEYOND ATTENDANCE OF SESSION 


1!967 Proceedingi 




Percentage of Attendonts X 
Papers Attended 




Discussion 


Regular 


Interactions with Authors 


T^*53 


N-291 


Purpose of Contact 






Clarify some point in the reported research 


51% 


5% 


Request information not in report 


»5 


5 


Acquaint him with your work in area 


17 


3 


Acquaint him with work of others in area 


8 


1 


Request a copy of paper 


23 


13 


Request reports of future work 


11 


5 


Obtain reaction to your own work 


13 


2 


Other 


17 


2 


Type of Contact 


Correqportdence prior to convention 


6 


2 


Question from floor of session 


70 


3 


Discussion with author at end of session 


— 


5 


Discussion with author on another occasion at convention 1 1 


2 


Correspondence following the convention 


6 


9 


Other 


11 


1 


Persons having or plonoing oontoct with at least one 


author in the session attended 
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TABLE XII 

RESPONDENTS* INVOLVEMENTI IN SAME SUBJECT-MATTER Al^A AS PRESENTATIONS 

1967 ProcMdings 



Nature of Involvement in Aieo 


Authors 

N=I53 


Requestors 

N=273 


Attendants 

DisCitssion Regular 

N*53 N»29l 


Prior to Convention 










Conducted research 


56% 


50% 


36% 


27% 


Mode on oral presentation at regional 










or notiortol convention 


30 


22 


11 


10 


Published o |oumal article 


34 


25 


13 


14 


Did a thesis or dissertation 


19 


16 


6 


8 


iAade other type of report 


4 


12 


13 


3 


At Time of Convention 




' 






Conducting research 


72 


48 


30 


22 


Planning to conduct research 


29 


35 


30 


15 


involved in clinical or applied work 


22 


19 


53 


6 


Teachievg a course 


27 


22 


15 


16 


Directing or supervising research 


34 


25 


II 


11 


Preparing a manuscript for publication 


47 


31 


11 


10 


Preparing own dissertation or thesis 


6 


15 


II 


3 


Other activity 


4 


4 


4 


4 



TABLE XIII 

MODIFICATIONS RESULTING FROM INTERACTIONS SURROUNDING 
CONVENTION PRESENTATIONS 



1967 Proceedings 









Atteixlonts 




Authors 


Requestors 


Discussion 


Regular 




Nk=153 


N=273 


N=53 


N=291 


Percentage of persons modifying in area 
of presentation 


28% 


19% 


33% 


16% 



